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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Soviet efforts to gain influence in the Third World are
a major threat to U.S. security interests, Moscow has spread its
power into South Asia, Africa, and the Middle East in recent
years. BRut the USSR also suffers from major weaknesses in ob-
taining and maintaining footholds. This study considers Soviet
techniques and the causes of specific successes and failures.

The strongest tool in the Soviet arsenal is the ability to
quickly and decisively concentrate large amounts of aid and at-
tention on a few countries, During critical power struggles,
this is a potent weapon, The Soviets use increasingly improved
techniques for keeping Third World client governments in power--
through military, security, and intelligence aid, The ideological
appeal of Soviet Communism in the Third World is strictly limited.

There are, however, particular weaknesses which counteract
these advantages and occasionally undermine seeming Russian suc-
cesses, Beyond the initial stages of economic growth, Soviet
technology, economic resources, and willingness to provide help
are inadequate for developing countries, Western material is
clearly superior, S8oyiet military assistance, except for a
relatively few countries, is aimed at keeping them dependent and,
may produce considerahble friction between the two parties. Soviet
prospects are often tied to a narrow group of leaders which may
be overthrown or may itself change course, Regimes in the Third
World tend to suspect that Soviet aid may provide leverage to

control or replace them,



Like the United States, Moscow often finds that large amounts
of aid buys remarkably little influence. USSR-Egypt relations
faltered on account of Cairo's mistrust and resentment of limited
Soviet assistance. Libya uses Moscow as a military supplier and
provides certain services but the maverick nature of Libyan
leadership makes that country hard to manipulate. Generally
speaking, African leaders are aware of Moscow's meager record of
material support and their low priority in Soviet policy, except
for Angola and Ethiopia. Nevertheless, the Soviet Union has gained
ground and there has been a tendency in the West to underate its
gains.

The most important development is expanded military might and
the creation of a chain of military bases for projecting power
overseas. Minimal strings and advantageous deals make Soviet
arms offers tempting to Third World countries.

Cuban and East German surrogates facilitate the penetration
of Third World countries. Even merely normal diplomatic relations,
as in the case of Kuwait, allows intelligence gathering and a
listening post for the Persian Gulf which can be turned into a
basis of operations. 1Iraq is a case of Soviet failure--mutual
suspicions and hostility mounting behind a facade of superficially
good bilateral relations--inadequate military assistance, Soviet
failure as an ally in a crisis, backward technology, subversion
by the local Communist Party, and Soviet advances in Afghanistan

all contributed to this process.




In Iran and Turkey there is suspicion of the powerful north-
ern neighbor. 1Intimidation and encouragement of opposition
forces are combined with some carrots. But Moscow's present main
objective is to cause dissension between these countries and the
West rather than bringing them into the Soviet orbit.

The Russians have their domestic "Third World" in the form
of the 16.4% of the Soviet population that is Moslem. It is of
some propagandistic use in the Islamic world but also a potential
cause of domestic unrest. The Soviet imperial thrust does not
proceed according to a detailed masterplan but depends to a
great extent on opportunities as they arise.

This study combines an overview of Soviet capabilities and
intentions with a detailed consideration of Moscow's problems and
prospects in specific Third World states and the instruments

used to achieve its aims,
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"When Sekou Toure was young and Nasser
and Nkrumah were alive many knowledgeable
people lost their heads and cried '
'wolf.' There was no solid empirical
justification for calling these people or
their states Communist. Therefore today
many knowledgeable people refuse to cry
'wolf' when the wolf stands in plain
undoubted view."

Peter Wiles, 1982

The present study proceeds from the assumption that most of
the military and political conflict in the years to come will
take place in the so called Third World. It addresses itself to
the following questions:

How aggressive a policy is the Soviet leadership likely to
follow in the Third World?

How much priority will be given to Third World in Soviet
strategic planning?

Above all, what are the Soviet instrumentalities to "make
friends and influence people” in the Third World?

What factors are likely to enhance, which may obstruct
Soviet progress in these countries?

The term "Third World"™ is here used, with great hesitation,
as a very imperfect abbreviation. The indiscriminate use of the
term has caused a great deal of confusion. For there is an
almost infinite variety of "Third World"™ countries as far as
economic development, social structure, and political orientation
are concerned. In short, the "Third World"™ is as much fiction as
fact and its members have seldom cooperated on major issues. The
Soviet Union, with all its efforts to woo Third World countries,

has never accepted the concept of a Third wWorld bloc.



The present investigation does not deal with the Far East,
the Western hemisphere and South Africa but concentrates on the:
"non-aligned" countries (another unfortunate abbreviation)
between Bangladesh and Morocco, as well as West and East Africa,
i.e., the "Third World Heartland".

Since World War Two both Soviet expectations concerning the
Third Wworld and Western appraisal of Soviet intentions have been
subject to frequent and far reaching changes, summarized however
briefly in the following.

L. In the immediate post-war period, from roughly 1946 to
1954, Western capitals generally believed that Soviet interest
and activity in Asia, Africa, and the Middle East were strictly
limited. Once the Soviet Union had withdrawn from Iran (1946,)
not followed up its threats against Turkey, and not pursued its
claims for colonial acquisitions in the Mediterranean
(Tripolitania) the consensus was that Russia had no intention of
playing an active role in these parts.1

2. Change set in around 1954. Following Stalin's death,
Soviet foreign policy became more flexible, less dogmatic, more
willing to create opportunities in the Third World and to exploit
them. As a leading Soviet writer wrote, "the stormy breakup of
the colonial system and the anti-capitalist rhetoric of many
leaders of the national liberation movement created the illusion
that in a very short period the overwhelming majority of the
former colonies would go over, if not to be socialist, then to
the noﬁ-capitalist road of development."™ This was the era of

Nehru and Sukarno, of Nasser, Ben Bella, Nkrumah, Modibo Reita --
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. a new breed of "progressive leaders,"™ the heyday of the new
nonaligned movement, and the vintage sloganism of Bandung. Thirﬁ
World countries were expected to become gradually more and more
hostile to the West, and turn into natural allies of the Soviet .
Union.

3. Soviet disenchantment set in after a decade of such
expectations. The "progressive™ leaders disappeared, those who
followed them were, on the whole, less desirable from a Soviet
point of view. They were less willing to permit Soviet licensed
infiltration; in many places Communism and the other "progressive
forces"™ were suppressed altogether. Soviet Communists began to
admit they had underrated the power of religion and nationalism,

. that the ideology of even the progressive Third World regimes was
"slipshod," their links with the masses frequently non-existent,
that "wvanguard parties of socialis*t crientza=ion™ %22 not been
created, that habits of systematic work had not been inculcated
in most Asian and African countries, and that fine speeches would
not suffice. 1In short, it was realized in Moscow (firstly) that
even the most friendly Third World regimes were not altogether
reliable and that (secondly) while the Soviet Union had become
heavily involved, it was by no means in full control of the
conduct of affairs.

4, Since the mid-1960s, Soviet assessments of prospects in
the Third World have been on the whole more realistic. It was
accepted that for the time being nationalism (with a strong

. religious admixture,) would be the prevailing forcé; that while

this force was to a larger or smaller degree anti-Western in




' inspiration, it was suspicious of all outsiders, that even the

so-called progressive regimes in the Third wWorld would be headed

by military men motivated less by patriotism -- let alone
socialism -~ (to quote a Soviet author,) than by a purely career-
inspired desire to seize power." But the disenchantment and the
recognition that the optimism of the early 1960's with regard to
swift Soviet progress in the Third World had been premature, led
by no means to resignation. On the contrary, realization that
the Asian and African situations were more "slozhnii”"
(complicated -- a favoiite term in the Soviet political
dictionary,) led to a redoubling of efforts.

5. Western assessments of Soviet intentions over the last

‘ three decades in Asia, Africa, and the Middle East have been
uneven. Relatively few observers have had expertise in both
Soviet foreign policy and Third World affairs. Moreover, there
has been a tendency to exaggerate both Soviet isolationism and
expansionism, to overrate both Soviet advances and setbacks.
Thus, to give but one example, an influential school of Western
observers argued during the late 1970s that the Soviet record in
the Third Wworld was negative, that it had made progress in some
countries but suffered defeat in others (some you win, some you
lose,"™) and that since Asian and African nationalism was
obviously so passionate that the West had not really much to fear
of Soviet advance.

Seen in a short term perspective of five to ten years, it is
. indeed true that the Soviet Union has not succeeded in all places

in which it tried to gain a foothold. The most obvious examples




. are post-Nasserist Egypt, Indonesia after Sukarno, and Somalia.
Seen in a perspective of thirty years, it is obvious that the
Soviet Union has made considerable progress in the Third World.
In 1952, China and North Korea were its only allies. 1In 1982,
Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, Nicaragua, and Grenada in the Western
hemisphere, as well as Angola, Benin, the PLO, Mozambigque,
Ethiopia, South Yemen, and Congo-Brazzaville, have to be included
in the list as well as the "socialist oriented"™ (to use the
official Soviet term,) Guyana, Algeria, Libya, Syria, Zimbabwe,
Madagascar} Burundi,’Guinea-Bissau, and some others. While some
of these countries may turn away from the Soviet Union, it is
likely that elsewhere the Soviet Union will find new clients or

‘ allies. A good yardstick for the growth of Soviet influence is
the development of the non-aligned movement which, at the time of
its foundation, was genuinely uncommitted and made non-adherence
to blocs the cornerstone of its policies. Since then, this
"traditional non-alignment" has been put into question. Thus the
fact that the Soviet Union did gain influence can only be denied
on the basis of a short term (and short sighted,) perspective.
Furthermore, the idea that nationalism and religion are an a
priori "bulwark" against Soviet progress is, at best, a gross
overstatement. As Brezhnev stated on the 26th Congre«s of the
CPSU (February 1981,) =-- Islamic slogans are, so to speak,
neutral, the decisive point is what kind of long term political
aims are pursued by those voicing them.” The same applies to

‘ nationalism: nationalism per se is not an obstacle to Soviet

designs. Few observers will doubt the national motivation of the




. Soviet leadership, not to mention the Chinese, the Yugoslav, and
others. A confluence of nationalism and Communism (or pro- '
Sovietism,) is the prevailing fashion, and not only in the Third
World.

Having overrated Soviet lack of success in the Third World
for at least a decade something akin to "a revolution of
perceptions®™ took place in the West following the invasion of
Afghanistan. This was seen by many as a sudden turning point
initiating a new wave of expansionism. In actual fact, the
occupation of Afghanistan was not a turning point, it §nly came
as a shock to Western analysts who had assumed that the Soviet
system had become status quo, increasingly moderate. Nor was it

. at all certain that the Afghanistan precedent was pointing to
further military expansionism in the near future, caused either
by Soviet revolutionary ideology, or imperialist tradition or the
innate imperialist thrust of large organizations to eliminate all
outside disturbances.?

Direct military expansion is not in principle excluded but
it will be undertaken by the Soviet Union only if its leaders are
convinced the balance of power has shifted decisively in its
favor. In other words, such military intervention will be
initiated only if the Politburo feels certain that no risk of
escalation into a general military conflict is involved, and that
furthermore it will have no lasting negative consequences on the

attitude of Third World countries towards the Soviet Union.




. Communist Parties

For several decades after the Bolshevik Revolution, most of
the hopes of the Soviet Union rested on the assumption that
strong proletarian parties would emerge within a few years all
over the globe. Failing this, the revolution in the East was
expected to come as the result of agrarian uprisings and
revolutionary nationalist anti-imperialist movements. These
assumptions were not exactly wrong. Even if there was no working
class, there was a strong revolutionary potential in the East as
developments in China, and elsewhere, were to show. What Soviet
leaders did not anticipate was the unwillingness of many

Communist parties, especially those in power, to adopt the Soviet

model.

‘ If Soviet leaders could chose today between a non-Communist,
and a Comxmunist China as a neighbor, there is little doubt which,
in the light of many years' experience, they would prefer. 1In
brief, Communism is no longer a synonym for pro-Sovietism, nor,
on the other hand is non-Communism a hindrance for close co-
operation between the country in question and the Soviet Union.
The existence of Communist parties in the Third World gives the
Soviet Union certain advantages, but it also creates major
problems. This is true both with regard to Communist parties in
power, and those which are not.

But, the Soviet Union cannot wash its hands of world
Communism, which, with all the difficulties that have arisen, is
‘ still a source of strength to the Soviet Union in many

respects. Dissociating itself from Communist parties would



. undermine the legitimacy of the Soviet claim to be leader of the

Communist bloc. :

Not counting the Far East and Latin America, there are today
non-ruling Communist parties in India, Israel, Syria, Lebanon,
Morocco, Sri Lanka, Reunion Iran, Iraqg, and Turkey. To these,
one should add minor Communist groups in Algeria, Tunisia, Egypt,
Nigeria, Jordan, Senegal, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Nepal and perhaps
a few others., All these parties are pro-Soviet; they are legal
(or semi-legal,) with the exception of those in Egypt, Turkey,
Algeria, Irag, Jordan, Senegal, Nigeria, and Pakistan. However,
even the legal or semi-legal parties have to move carefully so as
not to arouse suspicion.

‘ The existence of a "Russian" party in so many countries (and
the absence of an "American" party,) is not, in most cases, an
unmixed blessing from the Soviet point of view. It does create
opportunitieé for infiltration and gaining influence. But it
also means that since all Third World countries are intensely
nationalist, there is bound to be a great deal of suspicion vis-
a~-vis parties whose loyalty is, at least in part, towards an
outside power (however friendly and progressive). Some of this
suspicion will be transferred towards the Soviet Union, even if
no internal help'is extended by the CPSU to the local Communist
party. In other words, the local Communist parties are likely to
be a stumbling block in inter-state relations. It means that the
Soviet Union may frequently have to chose between support (even

. if only rhetoric,) for the Communist party and friendship with a

regime which wants to combine collaboration with the Soviet Union




‘ with the repression of Communism at home. This dilemma has faced

the Soviet leaders almost from the beginning -- Turkey in
1919/20.

To reduce the risk, the Soviet leadership at one stage
(1964,) even recommended to Third World Communist parties,
particularly in the Middle East, that they dissolve voluntarily
and join the "progressive" official state parties. Several
parties temporarily obeyed; others (such as Sudan and Syria,)
refused to do so.

The existence of Communist parties, given Soviet claims to
leadership of the bloc, also means that it may have to take sides
in conflicts between Communist parties which have become
increasingly frequent during the last two decades. This is
usually impossible without offending at least one of the
parties. Communist parties, or "front organizations,"™ in Third
World countries may still be of interest to the Soviet Union if
they are well established and have a chance to come to power in
the forseeable future, or at least to share power. The Iranian
Tudeh party may serve as an example, but there are only a few
parties in this category. Elsewhere, the Communist party may
take over a "national liberation™ movement or there may be a
merger between the two, which is what happened in Cuba. But this
is unlikely to happen in many other places.

The Cuban constellation was in some respects unique.
Furthermore, Communist parties are no longer the well
disciplined, conspirative, monolithic organizations they used to

be in a past age. Frequently,_they are rent by internal
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‘ divisions. If, however, there should be further Cubas, they are
likely to occur in Latin America, partly in view of the .
sympathetic (or at least tolerant,) attitude of sections of the
Catholic Church, partly because of geopolitical reasons -- the
relative proximity to the U.S. and the distance from the Soviet
Union -- Latin American "progressives" will not feel threatened
by Soviet policies. Lastly, there is the possibility, although
distant, that a pro-Soviet regime will come to power in a Third
World country democratically, as the result of an electoral
victory. Thus, a "progressive" party (the MMM,) came to power in
Mauritius in 1982, but while it is left wing and neutralist, it
is neither Marxist, nor (as yet) a Soviet client.

‘ This leads to the question of how to define, and to
differentiate in this age of Communist polycentrism between
Communist, pro-Communist, progressive parties. According to
current Communist parties, working class (in theory, if not
always in practice,) Marxist-Leninist and democratic
centralist -- i,e., subject to unquestioning discipline. Lower

downinthescalearetherevolutionary-democraticparties--
anti-Western in outlook, but not "class parties," not subscribing
to all the basic tenets of Marxism-Leninism (for instance,
concerning the class struggle and the role of religion,)
frequently "dominated by petty boﬁrgeois elements.”
Some of these revolutionary democratic parties are
"vanguard" parties, which is to say that they have moved closer
‘ to the Soviet pattern than others. However, in the final

analysis, these are academic distinctions of limited




- 11 =

. cdonsequence. What ultimately matters in Soviet eyes is not
whether the party in question subscribes to dialectical
materialism of whether its leaders are of proletarian, petty
bourgeois, or even bourgeois origin but whether it supports the
Soviet Union. If it does, so all other sins are forgiven.

As leader of the Communist bloc, the Kremlin has to support
local Communist parties to emphasize the central importance of
Marxism-Leninism and of a progressive, avant garde party as a

condition sine qua non on the road to Socialism. "No other class

can replace the working class in that historic function."
(Ulyanovski). This sounds very radical and dogmatic, but it
actually leads to "revisionist" conclusions. For since a strong

‘ working class does not exist yet, the Soviet authors inevitably
reach the conclusion that the revolutionary process in the Third
World should not be measured in months and years, but will
continue for several decades. And it sometimes appears as if the
Soviet leaders are by no means in a hurry, provided only that
they can get maximum assistance from their, as yet imperfect,
allies.

Dealing with "revolutionary democratic" or "socialist
oriented” parties, or simply national liberation movements
gravitating towards the Soviet Union has many advantages: the
Soviet Union cannot be held respbnsible for their ideology or
their political practice. These groups have no right to expect
help from Moscow automatically. At the same time, there is much

‘ room for pragmatic co-operation. For this reason, the

ideological discussions about the non-capitalist road of
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‘ development characteristic of "state of national democracy," or

similar such debates are not terribly significant.3

What are the political prospects of the Third World
Communist parties in the year to come? By and large, their
chances seem dimmer now than ten or fifteen years ago. The
growth of Islamic fundamentalism has limited their influence in
the Arab world and other Middle East countries, and they have
remained small in Africa. It seems unlikely that a Communist
party acting on its own will be able to frontally challenge a
government such as the Sudanese party did (unsuccessfully,)
against Nimeri in 1971, or to take over a national liberation
movement from within.

‘ dowever, it would certainly be premature to write off Third
World Communist parties altogether; though most of them are
small, the same is true with regard to the political elites in
general. The fact that overall conditions are inauspicious does
not mean that one party, or even a group of parties, may not
succeed. A few dozen determined people may well be able to take
over an African country, provided they have well placed allies in
the army and/or police. Secondly, instability in the Third World
will be the rule rather than the exception. It is perfectly
possible that the ruling political groups in some major Third
World countries will break up in the years to come, be it because
of internal quarrels, or inability.to cure social and economic
malaise, or because of unlucky foreign entanglements or ruinous

’ civil wars. This may come to happen in India or Pakistan, in

Iran and the Arab countries, as well as Africa. In these
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‘ circumstances, local Communist parties collaborating with other
opposition elements will constitute the political alternative,:
and in some cases they may even out-maneuver their allies,
turning from junior to senior partner or even sole holder of
power,

It is also true that a Communist victory in one country will
almost necessarily stir up fears and provoke opposition from its
neighbors. Secondly, even empowered Communist parties cannot be
entirely trusted by Moscow unless these Communists depend on
Moscow's support for their very survival. If Third World
Communist parties should come to power, this will be mainly owing
to their own efforts, not as a result of Soviet help. These

. Communists will remember that the Soviet Union was dealing with
their enemies, the former rulers, for years over their hands and
frequently against their interests. This will not normally make
for great mutual trust. The cases of China, Yugoslavia, and
Albania have shown that independent Communism is most likely to
occur where victory came without Soviet help. There is reason to

assume that this will still be true in the future.

FRONT ORGANIZATIONS AND THE MOVEMENT OF NON-ALIGNED COUNTRIES
Front Organizations, public bodies ostensibly non-partisan,
but de facto manipulated by the Communists, have been a crucial
part of Soviet strategy in the West since the 1930s. These
bodies have included organizations such as the "Partisans of
‘ Peace"” founded soon after the Second World War, international

associations of democratic lawyers, students, scientific workers,
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‘ etc. Their heyday was in the 1950s8; almost all of them still
exist, but now their importance is minimal. 1In the Third wo:ld:
they were never very important in the first place. Various
reasons account for this lack of success: The divisions inside
the Communist camp had a negative impact on the world movement,
the innately fraudulent character of these "fronts", the fact
that they were not what they pretended to be impaired their long
term chances. The "Partisans of Peace"™ had a limited appeal in
Wesﬁern Europe and North America due to the deeply ingrained
pacifism in these parts. But this is not so in the Third
World. Most of these countries are ruled by the military which
has little compunction about splurging on defense., Many Third

‘ World countries have been involved in wars of one sort or another
and these are no pacifist movements to speak of. The aim of the
front organization is to influence public opinion in democratic
countries, through manifestoes, and publications in a free press,
etc. Such opportunities do not exist (or barely exist) in most
Third World countries. For these reasons as well as some others,
European style "fronts" have been, on the whole, unsuitable in
the Third World context. There have been some specific Third
World fronts such as AAPSO (Afro-Asian Peoples Solidarity
Organization) but they are different in character from the
typical Western "front"™ inasmuch as no great effort has ever been
made to camouflage its real character.

_ Communist tactics have changed in recent years in the West

' as well. Far more attention has been paid to home grown pacifist

movements than to the old (and discredited) "Partisans of
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‘ Peace." Soviet efforts in the Third World have been primarily
concentrated on the Non-Aligned movement. To be sure, what the:
pacifist movement in the West and the Non-Aligned in the Third
World have in common is that neither came into existence as the
result of Soviet initiatives. On the contrary, some of théir
actions are undesirablévfrom the Soviet point of view. Yet the
general thrust of their activities fits the aims of Soviet
foreign policy beautifully. As seen from Moscow, they deserve
all possible support, discreet, and on occasion.not-so-discreet.

The non-aligned movement made its debut with a membership of
25 countries; today it has 95, not to mention an additional 20
with observer or guest status. What started as a genuinely

‘ neutral (or neutralist) movement, with some of its leaders openly
anti-American but cautious of the Soviet Union has witnessed
palpable changes over the last decade. Manipulation on the part
of pro-Soviet elements inside the non-~aligned movement, (above
all Cuba, is largely responsible for this reorientation. The
very fact that Cuba is unquestioningly accepted as a legitimate
non-aligned country, and for a number of years (1978-1982), has
served as chairman and main spokesman accurately reflects the
transformation of the movement. Needless to say, this reality
will appear preposterous to most Western observers. The Soviet
attitude towards the non-aligned was initially one of indiffer-
ence but in the late 1950s this gave way to benevolence and since
the early 1970s the attempt has been made to explain to the non-

. aligned that the real division in the world' is not between North

and South, or rich and poor nations, but between "imperialism"
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. and "socialism". It is deeply mistaken and utterly reactionary
to equate the two superpowers, it was said. The pro-Soviet ‘
elements are pressing the demand to make the foreign policy of
the non-aligned countries "more precise"” and to develop it
further. 1In practical terms this means, as Castro said at the
Algiers Conference (1973) regarding the Soviet Union as the
"natural ally of the non-aligned," or as president Samora Machel
put it on another recent occasion, "Imperialism is our enemy, our
economic, military, political and cultural enemy." Pham Van Dong
at the Havana meeting (1979) went even further and stated that
the attempt to reduce the movement to its original targets was
contrary to the interests of the anti-imperialist struggle.

‘ The political off_ensive aiming at inducing the non-aligned
to give maximum support to Soviet foreign policy has continued
ever since and is lixkely to continue in future. It has not
succeeded all across the board; there was considerable
opposition. But more often than not these efforts have achieved
their aims. The general tenor of the resolutions of non-aligned
meetings in recent years is hostile to America on virtually every
count. Following Camp David the attempt was even made to exclude
Egypt; on the other hand, there is never a word of criticism of
the Soviet Union. The pro-Soviet bloc in the non-aligned
movement also succeeded in barring the seating of a delegation
from Kampuchea following the Vietnamese invasion of that
country. Castro successfully prevented any condemnation of the

. Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, arguing that this was a domestic

issue, outsiders had no right to interfere,
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But non-aligned solidarity was not sufficiently strong on
this occasion: 57 countries voted for a resolution in the Uniteé
Nations condemning the Soviet invasion. This was interpreted as
a severe blow to Castro and the Soviets, but it is also true that
the resolution was couched in the mildest and most considerate
terms, and that furthermore 35 other non-aligned either voted
against the resolution or refrained or absented themselves.

While a majority of the non-aligned certainly did not like the
Soviet invasion, they did not want to make waves, let alone
extend effective help to a ﬁellow non-aligned country. There
never was danger of a split in the movement; the issue was
shelved and this of course was also a Soviet victory, albeit a
limited one. To a certain extent, the importance of the non-
aligned movement has declined. PFor if it could not maintain a
common front in the United Nations, there is probably even less
hope for effective collaboration on more weighty issues.

The attempt of Soviet surrogates to deflect the non-aligned
movement from its original aims shows once again that a
determined minority can have disproportionate political influence
facing a divided majority. On the other hand, as so often in the
past, such attempts at manipulation cause damage to the
organization which is the target of the take over. The majority,
unable to put up effective resistance, but unwilling to get along
with resolutions it does not fully endorse, simply begins to take
less interest in the enterprise. This leads to the question of
how much importance should be accorded to the non-aligned as a

political factor. There has been a tendency in the West to
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. overrate the cohesion of the bloc. 1In so far as military and
political power is concerned there should be delusions. Most of
the Third World governments are unstable, and mosts of the
countries are rent by internal discord. WNotwithstanding OPEC,
the political power of the Third World is largely mythical. But
it is a powerful myth which, despite all the setbacks it has
suffered, is far from spent. It is of no great consequence
whether Third World countries favor or oppose in the United
Nations the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. Soviet actions
will not be influenced by such votes. But Third Worldism as a
mood, a psychological attitude, a feelir~t that the members of the
bloc have something in common, is however, intangible and a

. factor of some political influence. It is important in an
indirect way, influencing liberal and leftwing opinion in Western
societies. It has an impct on tne smaller Western countries; not
only Cyprus and Malta are members, but Sweden, Finland, Portugal,
Austria, Spain and even Switzerland have participated as guests
or observers in the meetings of the non-aligned movement in
recent years. These delegations would not have attended the
meetings unless they thought them of some importance.

Thus, in the final analysis it is not the intrinsic strength
of the movement which counts but the perception. The non-aligned
movement is one of speeches and declarations not of actions. But
speeches and declarations help to create a certain political
climate, and expectations about rising and declining forces in

. world politics, the ascendancy of the Soviet Union, and the

isolation of the West. For this reason it is of some importance
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that Third World language is now considerably closer to the
Soviet bloc than to the West, and that, generally speaking, the:
Soviet Union is on the offensive in these Third World
organizations, whereas the West is not putting up a terrifically

" effective defense.

THE SURROGATES

The use of proxies is the most interesting, innovative and,
on the whole, most effective technique in the Soviet
.instrumentality used in the Third World. Western perceptions in
this respect have lagged behind realities: while much attention
has been devoted to the ideological attractions of Soviet
Communism (which are minute) or the blandishments of economic aid
and trade (which are not very significant either), the importance
of the activities of Soviet surrogates have until quite recently
not been fully appreciated even though the facts were known and
never in dispute.

Imperial powers have frequently in history used others to do

their work: the Romans made the clientelae fight various

enemies, in the 16th century mercenaries (Landsknechte) mainly of

German and Swiss origin were assisting the highest bidder all
over Europe. The British army had (and still has) its Gurkhas
and the French their Spahis and their Foreign Legion. But the
role of the Cubans and the East Germans is different in many
respects be it only because they act for their patron in peace as

well as in war. Their role is as much political as military.
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Why Cuba, why East Germany? Their choice, is of course, not
accidental. Generally, Cuba in the Third World is dissociated ‘
from the industrial North - culturally, politically and even
ethnically.4 East Germany, on the other hand, is not only one of
the most faithful Soviet satellites, it is also the most
competent, efficient, and probably the most ambitious. Neither
Poles nor Czechs or Hungarians are heirs to a giobal tradition or
have any wishes to serve the cause of Communism (or any other
cause) in places far away from their homeland. Germany, of which
East Germany is part, does have sﬁch a tradition, hence the
greater willingness to impart the blessing of the Communist
system to countries such as South Yemen and Ethiopia.

Political-military action through proxies has many undoubted
advantages, above all on the psychological level. Everywhere in
A3la and Africa there is a residue of suspicion against great
powers; if Soviet, rather than Cuban soldiers had fought in
Africa there would have been an outcry. The use of Cuban forces
on the other hand seems innocuous. As a small country, and part
of the non-aligned bloc, the Cuban presence has legitimacy, and
is free from any imperialist taint. Cubans stick out in Africa
much less than Russians or other Slavs. Thus President Sekou
Toure of Guinea expelled the Soviets in 1961, but a few years
later requested the Cubans to set up a people's militia and even
staffed his own presidential guard with Cubans. East Germany,
while not exactly non-aligned, is also no superpower except in

the field of athletics and swimming. On the other hand, these

Communist missionary activities in the Third Word have a
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. beneficial psychological effect on Cuba and East Germany. They

enhance their status in the world, making them appear more
important than they really are. Having built a nearly perfect
society at home they are now called upon to share their
experience with others, surely a sign of distinction. They are
the model pupils among the satellites. Their motivation is
certainly not economic: East Germany and Cuba are the two
Communist countries with the lowest percentage of trade with the
Third World (6 percent in the case of the GDR, less in the case
of Cuba).

The economic interest of the satellites in some Third World
countries is bound to increase in the years to come. They have
been given to understand by the Soviet Union that they will have
to fend for themselves, at least to a certain extent, inasmuch as
the purchase of vital raw materials is concerned. This interest
relates however above all to the rich, oil-producing countries,
whereas the East German and Cuban presence is limited for the
time being to poorer African countries which have not much to
offer. However, no secret is made of the fact that the Communist
foothold in Africa south of the Zambesi will ultimately result in
depriving "imperialism"™ of chrome, mangane and the other
strategic minerals found in the Southern part of Africa.

Intervention by proxy on a massive scale is possible, on the
whole, only in countries in which the local rulers are basically
willing to enter the Soviet orbit. Governments wishing to
preserve their independence may still invite a few East Germans
advisers. But they will not employ thousands of them in the most

sensitive positions.




- 22 -

East Germany's activity has been limited in the main to
Angola, Mozambique, Ethiopia and South Yemen - in these
"neuralgic points™ in world affairs they appear (to use their own
terminology,) as "representatives of the bloc of socialist
states." East German leaders are paying long visits to these
countries, and these visits are reciprocated in due course.
Thousands of East German experts are active in state
administration, education, industry, health, but above all in the
security forces and the army. As one of the world's leaders in
sports, German trainers are very much in demand; promising young
Africans are invited to special institutions in East Germany in
which they receive both professional training and political
indoctrination. Others are trained in special camps locally.
Even the constitution of South Yemen has been copied from the DDR
and the secret pclice, the 7anzim (the main pillar of the regime)
is entirely in the hands of the emissaries from East Berlin.
Ethiopia and South Yemen are among the world's most murderous
dictatorships but they are offically described as the most
progressive Marxist-Leninist regimes in Africa and the Middle
East; their leaders, such as Mengistu, are acclaimed as men of
peace and great humanists even if they happened to kill and
perhaps also to torture their political rivals with their own
hands. The East Germans have learned that an excess of flattery
has never caused a political crisis - hence, the bestowing of
honorary doctorates of philosophy and other such compliments on
gangsters and torturers. Western democratic leaders are also
known to act with cynicism but in this respect they cannot

possibly compete successfully with the Communists.
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There is an obvious division of labor between Cubans and
East Germans: of the 40,000 Cubans operating in Africa, 80
percent are officers and soldiers on active duty, mainly in
Ethiopia (13,000) and Angola (19,000) whereas the great majority
of East Germans are civilians, admittedly including many police
and intelligence experts.

Cuban troops played a decisive role in the victory of the
MPLA in Angola, and they took an active (and probably decisive)
part in the Ogaden campaign in 1978 against\the Somalis. Since
then they have been kept in the two countries mainly on guard
duty, to train the local military forces and to free them for
action against UNITA and the Somalis. At the same time they act
as the main pillar or praetorian guard of shaky governments which
have no popular support.

Cuban operations, originally concentrated on Latin America,
were extended and subsequently switched to Africa in the early
1960s. Under Nkrumah guerrilla training bases were established
in Ghana, Cuban security advisers were at various times active in
Algeria, Guinea, Congo, Libya, Benin, Somalia, Sierra Leone
though not on a massive scale. Local security forces in Uganda
(under Amin) and in Equatorial Africa (under Nguema) were trained
by Cubans. More recently the concentration has been on Angola
and the Horn of Africa and there has been a regular link witn
SWAPO fighting for the independence of Nambia,

Mention has been made of the fact that massive involvement
of Soviet proxies has so far caken place only in countries in

which a basic inclination already existed, i.e., on the part of
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' "radical" movements or military dictatorships. However, some
progress has been made also in certain other circumstances by th;
Communist "vanguard". Zambia originally had no predisposition
towards Communism and Soviet influence; the (official) Zambian
press wrote about the East Germans in the 1960s that they "cause
unrest wherever they appear" and that they "carry out dirty work
for their bosses™. Ten years later Kenneth Kaunda went on the
East Berlin pilgrimage, proclaiming undying friendship to his
"only true friends" and expressing the hope that more help would
be given. Kaunda has not been converted to Leninism, but he is
now facing on his doorsteps two pro-Communist regimes which
required certain political adjustments. At the same time the

. economic situation had rapidly deteriorted (following the 1978
policy of "guns instead of butter"). Help from the West was next
to impossible to obtain and Kaunda could no longer be choosy in
his selection of friends. The Zambian situation may recur in
other parts of Africa.

Cuban and East German activities in Africa have not always
been successfull and have on occasion provoked conflict.
Wherever Communist presence is on'a large scale, there is bound
to be tension with the local population: Cuban and East German
advisers and soldiers enjoy a considerably higher standard of
living which is resented by the locals.® East German experts
have made themselves unpopular showing lack of tact and
incomprehension vis-a-vis local customs and mentality.

‘ Expectations of major and rapid economic progress have nowhere

been fulfilled. Busts of Marx and Lenin, cassettes of the
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Communist Manifesto (in 20 languages) and even equipment for
sport clubs pale next to desperately needed economic aid. The
Economic hardship has been a constant among countries of
"socialist orientation”", excepting only some special cases such
as the Sahel countries., Massive aid will not come from the
Soviet bloc. Africans have not been slow in realizing this.
Zambia's Minister of Justice returning from a conference in
Moscow on "Peace and Social Progress" recently reported that the
participants had called on the Soviet Union to increase its aid
to the African countries. Yet there is no such hope and it seems
that the Communist-oriented countries of Africa - but also Cuba
and Nicaragua - have been encouraged by Moscow to apply for
Western economic aid without in any way lessening their political
ties with the Soviet bloc and without reducing the Cuban and East
German presence. The assumption is that aid can be obtained from
the West without any political strings attached.

The Communists have committed political mistakes. On
occasion they have supported the wrong candidate in the struggle
for power. Their candidate in Zimbabwe was Joshua Nkomo rather
than Mugabe's Zanu, however, when they realized that Nkomo would
lose out, they quickly switched, and no enduring harm was done to
their interests.

The question has repeatedly been raised in recent years
whether Cuba and East Germany are in fact mere surrogates of the
Soviet Union or whether they pursue objectives and interests of
their own within the general parameters of Soviet political and
military strategy. 1In other words, Cuba's role has been compared

with that of a "paladin" rather than a "surrogate".
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‘ The debate has caused a great deal of unnecessary
confusion. It is based on a misunderstanding of the relationshib
between the Soviet Union and its cliénts. This relationship is,
of course, more complicated than it was in Stalin's days.
Perhaps the relationship between patron and client in ancient
Rome is a more apt analogy. The patron has the power (potestas),
and can expect obedience (obsequium) on the part of the client in
all circumstances. Yet, the relationship is not one sided since
the patron very much needs the clients to shore up to his
political ambitions. He has the duty to protect the clients and
if he should break faith (fides) he will have forfeited any claim
1to their allegiance. East Germany, one of the Soviet Union's
most faithful allies has nevertheless shown feelings of
superiority vis-a-vis Soviet inefficiency. This is based on the
conviction that a mixture of Marxism-Leninism and German
thoroughness is preferable to the Russian admixture of
traditional slovenliness.

East Germany can hardly be suspected of pursuing its own
objectives in Africa and the Middle East. How real are these
claims with regard to Cuba? The Cubans certainly think of
themselves as "self-motivated international paladins®™. 1It is
clear furthermore that in certain circumstances those who conduct
Soviet policy in the Third World will listen to the Cubans and
sometimes take their advice. The fact that Soviet financial
support for Cuba has more than quadrupled in recent years shows

‘ that Cuba's role is greatly appreciated. Yet the idea that the
Cuban tail has been wagging the Soviet dog is altogether
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. fanciful. The Soviet Union has a global strategy even if not
always comprehensive and consistent, and while Quba will be
praised and rewarded for its active role it will not be permitted
to lead the Soviet Union into any venture of any importance
unless it corresponds with Soviet interests. Thus at the end of
the day, despite outward appearances, Cuba has no more a specific
African policy than Bulgaria. Or if it has one, it is of no
practical consequence. The possibilities of action for a small
country, (or even for a medium power) in the contemporary world
are exceedingly narrow as de Gaulle and Tito came to realize.
Impressive gestures, defiant speeches, the outward trappings of
independence, amount to little or nothing unless they are backed
by real power wh?ch a small country does not have.

. Cuba's African policy is of importance in the domestic Cuban
context: it certainly adds to Cuba‘s pride and self esteem. It
strengthens the feeling that the nation has a mission to fulfill
in the world - and this at a time of economic failure at home and
Castro's predictions that nothing much in this respect is likely
to improve in the next twenty years. 1In these circumstances
Cuba's foreign operations may well be a political and
psychological necessity. Likewise, Cuban national pride makes it
imperative that they persuade themselves that they are acting
independently, and that their alliance with the Soviet Union is
one between (more or less) equals.

It is not impossible that Cuba may one day want to
‘ dissociate itself to some degree from the Soviet Union; there may

even be a break. 1In contrast to the East European Warsaw Pact




‘ countries, it has no common border with the Soviet Union, nor are
very strong Soviet forces stationed there. Furthermore, as in .
the case of Bulgaria, a feeling of Panslavic solidarity is
lacking. But on the other hand, it is precisely for its
geographical situation that Soviet domination is far less
palpably felt than in Eastern Europe. There is economic
depéndence but no danger of Soviet invasion if Cuba should dare
to disobey the patron. In view of its proximity to America the
natural inclination on Cuba's part may be to distrust the nearer
superpower and to look for support from the more distant one,
unless Soviet pressure should become offensive to Cuban pride or
fts demands exorbitant - or if the Moscow patron should not live

’ up to his obligations as a protector.

For the time being the Soviet Union can count on the support
of its proxies which, in the interest of friendly relations it
may even treat as paladins.6

Cuba and East Germany apart, there is the fascinating case
of Libya under Khaddafi which, though not a Communist country has
been of much help in promoting the aims of Soviet foreign policy
(the invasion of Chad, assistance to Idi Amin, to rebels in the
Philippines and in Central America not to mention coups, plots
and assassination attempts against the leaders of many countries,
and, of course, financial help to many "liberation movements").
The drawback as seen from Moscow is primarily Libya's erratic,
and unreliable behavior. 1Its record as a proxy has not,

. furthermore, been very successful., Libya's services can be used

for some purposes but not for others: For destabilization rather
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‘ than for securing pro-Soviet regimes. The Libyans have the money

and the weapons but not the political know how; they cannot teacﬁ
Africans how to develop a state party and administration, let
alone a secret police force. From the ideological point of view,
the Libyans, while not a rival, must be regarded as agents of
confusion.

Nor has mention been made of the PDRY (South Yemen) which
has not been very active as a proxy in the past but which is
potentially of considerablé importance as a base in the contest
for the Arab peninsula.

To argue that the United States has surrogates one could
point to Morocco which has intervened in Equatorial Africa and
elsewhere; the Egyptians who have threatened to intervene in the
case of Libyan aggression in several African countries. Britain
has kept a small presence in Oman, and they intervened (together
with the Senegalese) in Gambia against a coup. The French under
Giscard kept some 14,000 soldiers in thirty African countries and
they have assisted 10 of them against various threats. The best
known case was the defense of Zaire's Sheba province.

However, these operations by Western and pro-Western forces
cannot possibly be compared in scale, scope or character with the
activities of Soviet "proxies™ and "paladins". Under Mitterand
the French government has shown no enthusiasm for playing
"gendarme"; the present French government prefers to act through
the United Nations. Morocco has been preoccupied with domestic
affairs and so is Egypt. But even previously pro-Western

operations in the Third World were purely defensive and reactive,
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. in éontrast to the activities of the Soviet proxies.
Furthermore, they were almost entirely limited to military
conflict, leaving systematic political action to the Cubans and
the East Germans.

Some Western countries may still have the capability to
engage in (political) missionary work and in small scale military
rescue operations in the Third World. But none has the
missionary zeal and this will give the Soviet Union and its

allies an inestimable advantage for years to come.

THE ATTRACTIONS OF IDEOLOGY

Ideology, i.e., Marxist-Leninist doctrine as currently

‘ interpreted in the Soviet Union, raises questions about Soviet-
Third World relations in three different respects:

To what extent are Soviet operations in the Third World

motivated by it?

How do Soviet policy makers and experts explain developments

in the Third World in the light of Marxist-Leninist

doctrine? '

Are Third Wworld 1leaders and movements attracted by Soviet

ideology and how decisive is this for Soviet-Third World

collaboration?

For the present investigation only the third is of crucial
importance; the first will briefly be discussed elsewhere. 1In
. the 1950s it was the fashion in the West to overrate the

importance of Communist ideology; ever since the tendency has
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‘ been to downplay it. The fact that Soviet ideology has no great
power of attraction in the industrial societies of the West doe§
not necessarily mean that it lacks such an appeal among the elite
of the lesser developed countries. The belittling of ideology on
the part of Western observers is a typical case of "mirror
imaging"; because ideology, by and large, is no longer of
paramount importance in Western politics it is assumed that the
same is true in other societies.

At first sight, Marxism-Leninism is an unlikely doctrine for
providing spiritual guidance to the Third World. When Marx
envisaged "the revolution" he had the most developed countries in
mind, not the most backward, in which the preconditions for a

. sccialist society did not exist., The same is true with regard to
Lenin, even though in his time the concepts of the "weakest 1link"
and the "revolution in the East" first appeared.

And yet, despite all incongruities there are certain
affinities between Marxism~Leninism and Third World thought which
help to explain the sympathies for the Soviet Union in some
circles of the Third World. This refers, above all, to the
Leninist theory of imperialism which, albeit in a vague and
bowdlerized form has been accepted even by non-Marxists in Asia
and Africa. 1It is, of course, not true, as Lenin thought, that
the sole (or main) reason for Western imperialist rule was
economic -~ the extraction of cheap raw materials and the wish to
find markets. Nor is it true, as he predicted, that the

‘ imperialiét powers would collapse following decolonisation. But

domination by foreigners was all the same a deeply humiliating
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. experience and the decisive issue is not why the British, French
and Dutch came, but that they came, and stayed on. America in '
this context constitutes a difficult but not insoluble problem
for the Leninists: it was not an imperialist power, at least not
in Asia and Africa. Therefore, the concept of "Neo-Colonialism"
exploitation through the multi-nationals etc. =-- is brought in.

The idea that Russia (and the Soviet Union) is an
imperialist power does not find a responsive audience in Asia and
Africa. For Soviet techniques of conquest have been different.

" They have traditionally affected adjacent countries which were
eventually absorbed. That the Soviet Union has taken over the
Baltic countries, Eastern Poland, Bessarabia etc. may worry the

. Europeans. It does not cause sleepless nights to Third world
elites. Soviet advances in the Far East may concern the Chinese
and Japanese but not the Indians or the Arabs.

The theory of imperialism apart, Soviet ideology has a
certain attraction among Third World activists who see in it a
prescription for modernization following a non-capitalist
approach, how to become rich and powerful (or at any rate richer

and more powerful) than they are now. The preconditions for

capitalist development do not today exist in most African, and

the less developed Asian countries, nor do the prerequisites for

democratic rule. The Soviet model, on the other hand, seems to

show how to run a more or less effective dictatorship and to plan

the economy. There is no room in most Third World countries for
. a free press or indeed for much freedom of any sort. .It is

therefore not surprising that most of these countries should side
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‘ with the Soviet bloc on these issues rather than the West in
United Nations conferences and on other occasions. Communist
inspired dictatorships in the Third World give almost unlimited
power to a new administrative class - semi-intellectuals, army
officers etc., the new state bourgeoisie. It could plausibly be
argued that it is in the class interest of Third World elites to
establish a state in which their power will be maximized and made
more secure. On the other hand, Third Worldism is also
"populist™ in inspiration and populism is, in some important
respects, related to Leninism even though it may turn into a
bitter enemy in the struggle for power.

Some Western observers who cannot possibly be suspected of

‘ sympathy for Marxism-Leninism have detected certain positive
aspects in the countries of the "socialist orientation" such as
Mozambique. To begin with a capitaliist alternative does not
exist. The administrative class does not enrich itself to the
same degree as the private capitalist class. Economic policy may
be less efficient and the system is bad for human liberty, but it
does, on the whole, generate greater equality. (Peter Wiles).

To be fair, comparisons should be made not with Switzerland or
Denmark, but with North Yemen or Uganda or even Nigeria.

It is too early at this stage to draw a final balance
sheet. The economic record of the countries of "socialist
orientation" has been ranging from poor to very poor, almost
without exception. On the other hand, they have not been free

. from corruption or nepotism either. Economic progress has been
infinitely more pronounced in countries of non-socialist

orientation (Taiwan, South Korea, Ivory Coast).
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Brief mention should be made of the divisive factors between
Marxism-Leninism and "Third Worldism" as an ideology. Even mosf
countries of the "socialist orientation" are not willing to
follow the Soviet lead on religion, nationalism, tribalism and
there has been a permanent debate about a specific African or
Asian "road to socialism™ much to the chagrin of the Soviets.
The Soviet idea of the class struggle is not applicable in Asia
and Africa; the army (i.e., the officer corps) and/or the
intelligentsia take the place of the working class as a
"revolutionafy vanguard" and this causes endless ideological
complications. There are other differences, for instance with
regard to the existence and the role of a Communist party in the
Third World political system. However, all that matters in the
final analysis is that there are in the Third World at least some
affinities with Communist (Soviet) doctrine, whereas it is
difficult to think of much ideological kinship with the West.
That ideology is no more than a contributing, never a decisive
factor in this rapprochement goes without saying. Por if
ideoclogy were decisive, the Chinese model would have been at
least as attractive as the Soviet. The fact that this has not
been the case points to the limitations of the importance of

ideology as a link cementing Third World - Soviet cooperation.

Double Strategy -- The Question of Islam

Involvement in the Third World means the nedessity of
choice. 1Ideally, the Soviet Union should be on good terms with

all countries, social and political forces. Given the many Third
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‘ World conflicts, this is frequently impossible. The Soviet Union
cannot at one and the same time support India and Pakistan, :
Ethiopia and Somalia, Libya and Morocco, radical and moderate
Arab countries -- let alone the Arabs and Israel. Sometimes the
choice may appear easy: the Soviet leadership assumed that the
Arabs were many and the Israelis few and that the former would
inevitably prove more important. Similar thoughts influenced
them in the Indian-Pakistani conflict. 1In other circumstances,
making a choice may be highly undesirable; there is always the
danger that the Soviet leaders may be backing the wrong ﬁo:se.
Furthermore, even in the case of victory a price has to be
paid. For this reason the Soviet Union has tried to play the

‘ role of the disinterested onlooker, and on occasion, even the
arbiter ("the spirit of Tashkent,") the friend of both sides,
eager to restore-peace and to establish a common front against
the real enemy -- "Western imperialism."” The war between Iran
and Iraq was an example; the Soviet Union was under pressure to
take both sides, and it refrained from doing so.

At other times, staying aloof may be far more difficult.
Mention has been made of the Soviet dilemma vis-a-vis Communist
parties in the Third World. It cannot altogether dissociate
itself from them, but it has frequently to make deals over their
heads and against their best interests. Sometimes it may even
have to sacrifice them.

Another example, of even greater political consequence is

. the Soviet attitude towards Islam. As a leading North African

commentator once succinctly put it: "The Soviet Union has the
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. friendliest of feelings and is the staunchest ally of Islam. On
one solitary condition: That the Muslims do not live in the '
Soviet Union itself..." This comment was made before the rebirth
of militant Islam (Khomeinism, the Muslim Brotherhood,) which,
from the Soviet point of view has made the problem even more
complicated, the opportunities greater, but also the risks
higher. It has been Soviet policy for at least two decades to
combat and isolate Islam at home and to woo Muslims abroad. On
the whole, this policy has met with some success; a confrontation
between Moscow and militant Muslim leaders such as Khomeini and

Khaddafi has certainly been prevented.

MUSLIMS IN THE SOVIET UNION
The number of Soviet Muslims has been a bone of contention
between Western and Soviet experts.7 aAccording to the former,
there are 50 million Azerbaidjans, Uzbeks, Kazakjs. Tadjiks,
etc., according to Soviet sources, only 35-40 million, many of
whom do not profess Islam in any case. Fifty million is probably
too high a figure, but it is not a matter of dispute that the
birthrate is considerably higher in the so-called Muslim
republics than elsewhere in the U.S.S.R. (3.1 percent in
Tadjikstan, 3.0 percent in Uzbekstan, 2.8 percent in
Turkmanistan, etc.). It is true that by no means all of the
Muslims are believers., It is also true -- and Soviet experts
‘ have admitted this much -~ that facts have shown that Islam,

which after all is not just a religion, but a way of life -- is
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. more deeply rooted than any other faith. Anti-religious
propaganda which has continued openly and discreetly has not had
much effect. The more educated sections of the Muslim population
have been influenced, but they too want to preserve their ethnic
identity and if 'old fashioned' religion has declined in this
milieu, a more modern nationalism has replaced it.

There has been speculation, much of it far-fetched, in
recent years about the impact of the Islamic resurgence on Soviet
Muslims. Some analysts have even explained the Soviet
intervention in Afghanistan with reference to the Islamic
renaissance. That there has been such an influence is

undeniable, but its political importance should not be

. overrated. There is no "common front" of minorities in the

Soviet Union, nor is such unity likely to arise. The
Azerbaidjanis may dislike the Russians, but they traditionally
dislike their Armenians and Georgian neighbors even more. The
Tadjik (who are Shiite and speak Persian,) have not much in
common with Tartars, Kazakhs, etc., who are Sunnite and speak
Turkish languages. There is no Muslim "clergy"” in the Soviet
Union which can spread and organize the new gospel. The
political and economic achievements of Pakistan, Afghanistan,
Iran, or even the Arab countries hardly constitute a major
attraction for Soviet Muslims, nor a threat to Communist rule.
The coming years may well witness a strengthening of a new

Muslim identity in the Soviet Union, and this trend as well as

‘ the danger of the export of an "Islamic counterrevolution"

(Brezhnev's phrase,) will be followed by the Soviet leaders with
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‘ a watchful eye. But it is most unlikely that this will in any
way influence Soviet domestic and foreign policy.8 On the
contrary, Soviet propaganda has tried to make use of the strong
anti-Western and collectivist element in the Islamic
renaissance. Since in Islamic perspective, Marxism is of course
also very much a Western secular ideology and therefore
reprehensible, but left wing Muslims (and some major non-Soviet
Communists,) have been trying to find common ground between the
original social ideals of Islam -- with the prophet Mohammed as a
precursor of Karl Marx. Seen in historical light, this kind of
argumentation is deeply fraudulent, but it had nevertheless some
effect, just as some Christians have found their way to Communism

‘ by way of the "socialist ideals" of early Christianity.

Of far greater importance is the fact that as far as its
social composition is conerned, the Islamic revival is largely a
radical protest movement of the lower class -- against the rich,
and against-foreign influences. It resembles populist movements
in other parts of the world, its specifics in the Middle East are
its religious character.

Soviet policy in the Middle East has tolerated ideological
concessions towards Islam outside the Soviet Union for almost
twenty years; perhaps the first to envisage an "Islamic Marxism"
was Ali Yata, Secretary General of the Moroccan Communist
party. He was followed by some Iranian student leaders. 1Inside
the Soviet Union commentators have argued that Communists in the

‘ Arab world are tactically correct in avoiding criticism of Islam

altogether. This refers, howeveg, only to countries in which
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‘ Communists are not in power; in the People's Democratic Republic

of Yemen, Muslim festivals are ignored, including the Prophet's 7

birthday, and children are given an anti-religious education. ‘

Reports about persecution of Islam in the Soviet Union are

routinely contradicted by official Soviet Muslim spokesmen such

as the ubiquitous "Mufti" Babahanov, Chairman of the Spiritual

Administration of Central Asia and Kazakhstan. On his frequent

visits abroad, he has spread the word that Islam has every

possible freedom in the Soviet Union. Other, non-religious

Soviet spokesmen, including Brezhnev, have requested time and

again that Marxists draw the basic dividing line not between

believers and atheists but between exploiters énd the exploited,
‘ and that they would like to cooperate closely with the many

millions of Muslims who actively participate in the struggle

against imperialism in Asia and Africa.

That the Soviet dual strategy has worked reasonably well is

shown by the Libyan example. Up to Spring 1974, the Soviet Union

was for Rhaddafi's Libya, an imperialist country as much as the

United States; it merely wanted to take the place of the U.S. and

gain a foothold in the area. At the Tripoli Islamic Conference

in 1974, Khaddafi stated that Islam was more progressive than

Communism and that Islam had provided the guiding principles for

the happiness of the individual and of society. Communism was a

|
|
\
' l
vanguard party of individuals who had one thing in common -- "the
lust for power".
. Beginning in 1974, there was a reorientation which led to
cooperation; in the sphere of ideology. Both sides agreed to



- 40 -

. disagree, arguing "that which unites us is far more important
than the divisions.™ Such a statement was not surprising from ;
pragmatic politieian such as Mr. Kosygin; that militant Muslims
should have accepted it is more noteworthy. The Soviet Union had
lost at the time its foothold in Egypt and was looking for new
rules. Libya, on the other hand, which had not been very
successful in its attempts to gain leadership of the Arab world
was searching for powerful allies. 1In the case of Khomeini,
Soviet progress was less spectacular but nonetheless not
negligible -~ the result of both common interest and clever
manipulation. True, there is in Iran traditional suspicion of
the designs of the powerful neighbor from the North. But Soviet

‘ policy showed that these suspicions could be overcome by
exploiting internal divisions in the Third World and between
these countries and the West. It also showed that even extreme

Muslim leaders are by no means impervious to realpolitik and that

their fanaticism is not indiscriminate.

Unlike the West, Soviet experts and policy makers have never
underrated the attraction of Islam: the& were aware of the
strength of the Islamic revival in Iran in the middle 1970s when
most other observers tended to belittle it. On the other hand,
they have not exaggerated it, as bgcame the fashion in many
Western circles after the fall of the Shah. As far as Moscow is
concerned, Islamic revival is not the wave of the future, but a

. temporary manifestation of the general protest movement in

backward societies..




- 41 -

Soviet experts assume that it will disappear following its
failure to solve urgent ecqnomic and social problems. Pro-Soviei
elements will try to take over the leadership of this inchoaie
radical movement, which, they assume, will gradually shed its
Islamic coloring. But they also take into account that they may

be mistaken, and they are moving with great caution.

DIPLOMACY

After three decades of inactivity the Soviet Union has been
diplomatically more active in the Third World than any other
nation. These activities include the exploitation of regional
conflicts, as well as "classical diplomacy," the formalization of
its relationship with other countries through treaties and agree-
ments.? No other country has been instrumental in arranging so
many state visits and top level conferences. No other nation has
invested so many efforts in cultural and quasicultural
exchanges. The Soviet Union has tried on occasion to act as
"honest broker" in conflicts between Third World nations. A
large propaganda effort has been staged, Soviet periodicals and
films are distributed by the embassies, local newspapers are
subsidized, and Soviet radio stations beam broadcasts to the
Third World in most}Asian and African languages. This effort far

exceeds the activities of the Western nations taken together.

THE EXPLOITATION OF CONFLICT SITUATIONS
It has been said that, but for the Indo-Chinese (and the

Indo-Pakistani) conflict, but for the Arab-Israeli confrontation,
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‘ the dispute between Algeria and Morocco, and other such endemic
conflicts, the Soviet Union would not have been able to make much
headway in Asia and Africa. There is a kernel of truth in this
assertion: The Soviet penetration of the Arab world began with
the arms deals with Egypt in 1955 as the Arab-Israeli conflict
became more acute. The rapprochement with India was intensified
after India's defeat in the war with China in 1962. However,
exploitation of such opportunities can explain Soviet achieve-
ments in the Third World only up to a point. Neither India,
Pakistan, Israel, nor the Arab "frontline" states have joined the
Soviet camp. Those which entered the Soviet orbit have not done
so as the result of a conflict with their neighbors. Political

‘ help and military aid have created a climate of good will in
India and the Arab world. But such good will can be translated
only to a limited extent into tangible support for the Soviet
cause. Only Syria among the Arab "frontline states"™ has signed a
treaty with Moscow which may give substantial military advantages
to the Soviet Union. The good will has mainly manifested itself
in anti- American rhetoric rather than accepting the Soviet
political and social model. It is quite likely that such anti-
Americanism was unavoidable in any case as far as the more
radical Third World countries are concerned.

Soviet diplomacy has tried to be on good (or at least
better~than-normal) terms with as many Third World countries as
possible. Thus they scrupulously refrained from taking sides in

. the war between Iragq and Iran. In other cases, e.g. Ethiopia and

Somalia, it was clearly impossible to keep the good will of both
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‘ sides and the Soviet Union predictably switched to its support to

the side likely to prevail. This "inevitability of choice" has '
created dilemmas for the Soviet Union and it will cause problems
in future. Soviets' clients have been defeated (Nasser in 1967)
and this necessitated deeper Soviet involvement than may have
been thought prudent -- or cost effective. The process of
involvement has a momentum of its own. Unless the patron takes
good care of his clients, he loses face, his reputation suffers,
other élients will be reluctant to entrust him their fate.

Lastly, exploitation of conflict situations is not the
monopoly of superpowers. Small countries have played out one big
power égainst another since time immemorial for their own
purposes. Some have reached a degree of perfection in this
field, changing sides fairly regularly, always on the lookout for
the higher bidder. Europe in the age of wars of religion (the
1l6th and 17th centuries) is a perfect example of such practices,
but they have, of course, been used anywhere and at all times,
While the Soviet Union has no wish to be "used" in such a way, it
cannot entirely escape this. There has to be give and take,
alliances cannot be one way streets. The Soviet leaders will be
fully aware (and accept) that their partners pursue interests
which have little or nothing in common with their own. They will
still be willing to make concessions inasmuch as they assume that
in the longer run their smaller allies will become more dependent
on them and the junior partner will have to follow the lead of

the senior partner.
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' FEAR AND "FALSE CONSCIOUSNESS"

In Third Wworld diplomacy the Soviet Union makes full use of
two syndromes widespread in Asia and Africa (and to a certain
extent also in Latin America) -- fear on one hand and "the-
Soviet-Union-is-a-far-away-country" perception on the other.
While much (perhaps too much) has been said and written about
ideology as a weapon, fear of the Soviet Union is on the whole an
underrated factor. Whereas the Soviet Union may not be able to
extend much help to Third World countries in the eéonomic field
and in other respects, the countries situated not far from the
Soviet borders know that their powerful neighbors are capable of
doing considerable harm to them. If they should act

‘ systematically against Soviet interests, the full blast of
Communist propaganda will be directed against them, they may be
subjected to various measures of destabilization and Soviet
displeasure will be made felt in other ways.

The projection of Soviet military power and its political
use ought to be mentioned here. The presence of the Soviet navy
has not only limited the possibility of American intervention,
but showing the flag has a psychological impact today as in the

past. Thus, the need for military action is obviated ipso facto

by the Soviet presence -- i.e., the "demonstration effect."™ The

same is true, a fortiori, with regard to the role of the Soviet

army vis-a-vis Russia's neighbors. Whatever its economic
weaknesses, the Soviet Union is a military superpower and it is
‘ conventional wisdom in the Third World that defiance is a risky

business. The cautious behavior of Turkey facing Soviet (and
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' proxy) intervention in its domestic affairs, Pakistan's
submissiveness despite all-out Soviet support for India, the
restraint vis-a-vis Russia shown even by Khomeini and his
followers may serve as illustrations,

On the other hand, in countries located far away from the
Soviet borders the opposite syndrome is £frequently encountered:
Since the Soviet Union is (or seems) so far away10 it cannot
possibly constitute a danger and therefore it is a natural
counterweight, a political ally against the other (and nearer)
superpower. For this reason, for many Latin Americans the United
States will always be the greater threat.

By the same geopolitical logic the Asian and Middle Eastern

' countries situated near the Soviet border should look for
American support against the superpower which is nearer, more
dynamic and also happens to have the greater appetite. Common
sense should make them wary of excessively close ties with the
Soviet Union and look for better relations with the United States
as a counterweight. This is true as much for Communist countries
wanting to maintain their independence (as the &ugoslav and
Chinese examples show) as for non-Communists. Interestingly,
some of the Marxists have shown greater realism in this respect
than the non-Marxists. Whatever their domestic orientations and
ideological preferences, all these countries want to preserve
their independence and sovereignty. Yet frequently it is not
self interest or political savvy which dictates their behavior

’ but "false consciousness." Their policies are affected by

various delusions and misconceptions. The concept "false
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. consciousness"” was first introduced by Marxist thinkers trying to
explain the (to them) incomprehensible fact that many workers doj
not vote -- or act -- according to their class interest but give
their support to conservative parties, (e.g., the "working class
Tories"). Whether "false consciousness" is applicable in a
domestic context is not certain; political decisions are clearly
not influenced by class interest alone, nor is it always possible
to identify who belongs to a class. Be that as it may, "false
consciousness™ is certainly of help to explain the otherwise
inexplicable, namely the fact Fhat countries in an exposed
position, threatened by Soviet domination, and eager to maintain
their independence, nevertheless may pursue a policy contrary to

. their own national interest. It is understandable that such

countries will refrain from provoking their powerful neighbor.
It is not readily intelligible why they should sometimes go out
of their way to antagonize the other superpower which could
redress the balance. Elementary logic seems to demand such a
course of action, unless, of course, they have reached the
conclusion that the other superpower (America) is too weak to
help them. But this is decidedly not the case: America's
military power more frequently than not is overrated, rather than
underestimated, in Third World countries. Another possible
explanation for the illogical and possibly suicidal behavior of
some Third World nations is the assumption that America is indeed
80 strong that they have nothing to fear from the Soviet Union.

. For in the case of a Soviet encroachment America would, more or

less automatically, come to their help, however bad the relations
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' had been previously. These assumptions are fairly widespread in
Third World elites (and also among European neutrals and :
neutralists), but they alone cannot explain the seemingly
paradoxical behavior described above,

This leads to the inevitable conclusion that their foreign
policy is not mainly guided by logic, nor by self interest, but
that powerful emotions such as xenophobia, of the West in
particular, have a greater impact. Is false consciousness a
permanent condition or a temporary aberration? Inasmuch as such
behavior may lead to national suicide, and since societies, in
contrast to individuals, rarely commit suicide, chances are that
in the long run the facts of geopolitical life will prevail. But

. the emphasis should be on "in the long run" and it ought to be
repeated that what has been said applies mainly to countries
located near the Soviet borders. It cer:tzinly 1s not true with
regard to Latin America or most of Tropical Africa. Seen from
Moscow, it is in the best interest of the Soviet Union to
perpetuate this false consciousness even though irrational

behavior on the part of neighbors and clients may cause problems

for Russia too.

CULTURAL DIPLOMACY AND EXCHANGES
The aim of the cultural policy of the Soviet Union, like
that of every other nation, is to create interest in and sympathy
for Soviet culture and the Soviet Union in general. This policy
‘ is pursued through countless local "friendship societies," radio

programs and exchanges in every conceivable field. Between 1957
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. and 1978 the Soviet Union signed some forty agreements on
cultural and scientific cooperation, the first ones (ironicallyf
with Egypt (1957) and Guinea (1959). Russian language teachers
have been sent to most Third World countries; 2000 arrive in
Africa each year. Soviet ballet groups have visited the major
Asian and African countries, and there have been extensive
acadeﬁic exchanges, common botanical and zoological expeditions,
Third World technical experts trained in the Soviet Union, as
well as the help of Soviet institutes in organizing and
deQeloping scientific research in selected Third World
countries. There is cooperation in the field of public health,
Soviet trainers have helped Asians and Africans to develop their

. sports facilities, and Soviet soccer teams have visited most
African countries. Soviet musicians, painters and sculptors have
toured the Third World and taken part in exhibitions; Gogol and
have been performed everywhere and selected Soviet movies are
shown in remote villages. It would be difficult to think of any
field which has been omitted or neglected. 1In quantitative
terms, the Soviet effort has been impressive; after decades of
total isolation, tens of thousands of Third World citizens have
stayed in the Soviet Union and other Communist bloc countries for
shorter or longer periods and the Soviet cultural, scientific,

and technological presence in Asia and Africa has also been very

substantial,
Benefits that have accrued to the Soviet Union from these
‘ activities have been small and sometimes the efforts have been

counter productive. The fact that so many Third World students
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‘ have been exposed to Soviet realities has not turned most of them
into ardent Communists. An inclement climate, strange :
surroundings, food they dislike, a closed society in which
contact with foreigners is discouraged, covert racialism, the
virtual impossibility of finding female company, the drabness of
Soviet daily life, and many other circumstances act as a damper
on enthusiasm. For different reasons Soviet experts sent abroad
find a prolonged stay in Asia and Africa less than congenial.
Both groups -- the Asian and African students and the Soviet
experts -- would greatly prefer America and Western Europe for a
prolonged stay and they regard their destination as a poor second
best.

. The RGB still finds a few recruits among the foreigners, and

| a few Africans and Asians for unfathomable reasons may come to
like the Soviet way of life. But the great majority will not.
The fault is by no means all on one side. Some of the demands of
the foreigners are unrealistic or even preposterous, given the
nature of Soviet society. At one time the Soviets tried to
concentrate most Third World students in the Patrice Lumumba
University, whereupon the foreign visitors protested against
being shut up in a ghetto. But their dispersal over Soviet
institutes of higher learning has also not worked well in view of
linguistic and other handicaps. As a result of past experience
it has been Soviet policy in recent years not to expand exchanges
much further but to provide more on the spot training.ll The

. Soviets have established various institutes in Asia and Africa.

On the primary school level Soviet influence has been more marked
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(for instance in Algeria, Tanzania, Guinea). But the political
impact of such kinds of cultural exchanges has been minimal. Fo}
while the Soviets stress the superiority of socialist over
"bourgeois" pedagogical models the virtues of the socialist model
are, in fact, those of yesterday's Western schools: greater
discipline, higher demands from pupils, etc.

Soviet cultural propaganda has had few successes to its
credit: Soviet exhibitions in the Third World attract little
interest, and Soviet movies find few voluntary viewers (some are
more highly appreciated in New York, London and Paris). Soviet
books are not widely read. 1In all these respects Western
importations are greatly preferred even though their level may be
deplorably low. Soviet culture is thought to be boring not only
by Third World highbrows but also on the grass roots level.

If the Soviet effort nevertheless has some effect, it is
through its sheer size. Western books and periodicals are very
expensive; Soviet books are far more readily available. The
Indian and African student, school teacher or scientist may know
that the quality of Western professional literature is superior
but he will not be able to buy these books. Soviet radio
programs attract no particular interest, but the stations are
received loud and clear in English and the vernacular for many
more hours than Western broadcasts. The endless repetition of
the Soviet interpretation of world events is bound to have a
cumulative effect. In short, if there are achievements in the
field of Soviet cultural propaganda they are the result of an

investment which, in some respects, is much greater than that
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‘ made by the West. 12 7The soviets, have to overcome, as in other
fields, the handicap of inferior quality by sheer quantity and,:

in some instances, by cheaper prices.

SOVIET ECONOMIC AID AND TRADE
About Soviet economic relations with Third World countries,

it can be said grosso modo that they were never very important,

that they have decreased in relative importance during the last
decade, and that this has not done any major political damage to
the Soviet Union. Perhaps there has been less disappointment in
the non-0il producing Third World countries than should have been
expected because the Soviet leaders never made excessive

‘ promises. They always made it clear that their main
contributions to Third World countries would be guidance rather
than eccnonmic assistanc2. The Soviets are great believers in
self-help; they would say that they pulled themselves from
backwardness by their own bootstraps. (A comparison which is of
doubtful value, for Russia in 1917 had a substantial industry
unlike most of Asia and all of Africa after World War II).

For a long time now, too much attention has been devoted in

the West to Soviet aid and trade with the Third World. Thus, a
CIA study noted as recently as October 1980, "These long-term
military and economic aid programs have enabled the U.S.S.R. to
forward important strategic, geopolitical, and commercial
objectives at low cost -- particularly in the Middle East, North

. Africa, and South Asia."™ A Congressional study published in 1981

said that in 1978 Soviet aid grants "sky rocketed" to a new
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‘ record, and a semi-official West German study (1980), claims that
between 1968 and 1978 the amount of Soviet aid further increaseé.

Yet, in actual fact trade between the Soviet Union and the
Third World decreased to 13 percent of the Soviet total in 1980
(from 15 percent in 1975), and Soviet economic aid disburéements
fell from $1 billion in 1972 to half that sum in 1980. (This
should be compared with $3-4 billion pumped into Cuba in 1982
alone). What causes some confusion is that sometimes no
difference is made between economic and military aid. The latter
has been substantial -- more than $55 billion committed from 1954
to 1981, the former perhaps less than $20 billion during the same
period. Another reason for overrating the extent of Soviet aid

. is that no difference is made between aid offered and aid
actually disimbursed, which was less than half of the former over
the last decades. On other occasicns, Soviet help to Cuba and
Vietnam is included in the figures for Soviet aid to the LDC's.
Thus $2.6 billion were pledged in 1979 to the Third world.
Disbursement amounted to $1.8 billion, of which the bulk went to
Cuba and Vietnam. All others received $5.6 billion that year.

In the same year the Netherlands alone actively disbursed $1.8
billion in aid.

The reasons for the low (and declining) Soviet economic
presence in the Third World are threefold. The Soviet Union is
not one of the world's leaders in trade, and most of its foreign
trade is and will be with the other Communist bloc and industrial

. countries; the choice of Soviet goods for export is limited; the

Soviet allieg in Bastern Europe have suffered growing
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. difficulties in recent years which further limit Soviet capacity
to extend aid elsewhere.l3 However, and perhaps most ‘
importantly, it is not Soviet policy even to try to compete with
the West as far as aid to the Third World is concerned. Soviet
leaders believe that development aid (in contrast to trade) is
not in the Soviet interest except in cases of an obvious
political interest such as Cuba and Vietnam. The Soviet Union
favors resource transfer from "North"™ to "South" -- but not for
itself -- only for the Western "colonialist nations."14
According to Soviet thought, the best contribution which the
Soviet bloc can make to world economic development is to grow in
strength. If aid is given, it will be given bilaterally, not

‘ through multi-lateral agencies, so as to gain maximum propaganda
benefit. But, by and large, Soviet leaders do not believe that
friendship and influence can be gained through extending more
aid.

In the 1950's the Soviet Union had higher hopes for
political dividends from economic assistance and investments.
buring that period there was a concentration on a few major
projects such as the Aswan Dam and steel works in India. Since
then, the trend has been, on the whole, away from mammoth
projects; one exception was the $2 billion grant to Morocco in
1978 for the development of the local phosphate industry, the
largest deal ever signed between the Soviet Union and a Third
World country. But deals of this kind are straightforward

‘ commercial deals, not acts of charity. Morocco will have to pay

back the Soviet Union in phosphate on terms considerably lower
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‘ than the world market price. (A similar, albeit smaller deal was
concluded with Guinea concerning the production of bauxite: thej
first twelve year production will be to repay Soviet credits).

To provide a few more illustrations: the Soviet Union pays less
than the world market price -for Afghan gas, for shoes from India,
and for a variety of other raw materials or commodities, the
production of which it helped to finance.

To what extent is Soviet aid directly serving political
aims? The fact that many times more help has been given to Cuba
and Vietnam than to Third World countries has been mentioned.

The question thus arises only for a relatively small part of
development aid. About three quarters of this went to six

’ countries: 1India and the Middle Rast (Egypt, Iran, Irag, Turkey,
and Afghanistan). In recent years, Morocco and Algeria were
added to this list. In most cases the political motivation is
obvious -- the decline in trade relations with Egypt after
Nasser, the disproportionate amount of aid given at one time to
Chile and more recently to Nicaragua. On the other hand, the
reorientation in the Middle East from Egypt to the oil producing
countries had also commercial motives: the Soviet Union badly
needed to increase its hard currency reserves. Given Egypt's
economic situapion, it must have occurred to the Soviet leaders
that a good case could be made in favor of transferring their
activities to countries which, in view of their natural
resources,were likely to repay their debts fully and on time.

. Hence, for instance, the increase in trade in the 1970's with the

Shah's Iran, and the relative decrease with Turkey. It could be
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. argued that in some cases aid was given to countries oriented

toward; the West (Turkey, Iran under the Shah, Morocco), with thé
intention to weaken their ties with "iméerialism' and "monopoly
capitalism."

But if such intentions existed, which seems quite likely,
they were only one motive among many, and certainly not the
decigive one. If a country had made the jump into the Communist
camp, such as Cuba or Vietnam, political considerations were
always paramount. But in relations with other Third World
countries, friendly, unfriendly, and indifferent, economic
motives have not been altogether absent. The Soviet Union wants
to make political and economic profits in its dealings with Third
World countries, and this is likely to cause problems in the
future.

Pocr Soviet aid performance in the Third World has provoked
criticism on the part of Asian and African leaders. Among the
specific complaints, the following have been repeatedly made:

o The Soviet bloc loan terms are frequently harder.

o Unlike the West, it seldom gives non-project aid such

as raw materials, food, or fuel.

o Little access is provided to Soviet bloc markets.

o The goods supplied by the Soviet bloc are frequently of

low quality; they would be unsalable elsewhere. |

o The Soviet Union has sometimes been reluctant to grant

repayment relief to countries in economic difficulty.

o Its voluntary payments to specialized U.N. agencies are

small and made in non-convertible rubles,
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o The exchange rate between north and Third World
currencies has been changed to the latter's dgttiment.

o The Soviet bloc resells in the West products received
from Third World countries ("switch trade").

o The Soviet bloc avoids international conferences in
which specific pledges or donations to developing countries
are concerned. These and similar complaints are made, and
as the Soviet aid programs come of age, repayments of debts
on the part of Third World countries quite frequently exceed
new grants. This is true not only with regard to Egypt, but

also for India.

Given the fact that Soviet capacity to remedy.these
complaints is limited (and that there would be other complaints
even if they did), the overall golicy has been to put Soviet
interests first, to give the very minimum necessary, and to
concentrate on military aid. True, there have been discussions
inside the Soviet Union about a more sophisticated approach
towards the Soviet economic presence in the Third World. But in
view of the limited trade and aid potential of the bloc, these
have been largely academic.

But the salient fact is that a poor Soviet record has caused
no major political damage. Similarly, the fact that the economic
difficulties of non-o0il producing LDC's are to a substantial part
due to (or are at least aggravated by) OPEC policies has caused
only mild protests in Third World capitals. How to explain this

apparent paradox? The details about the economic situation are
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. known only to a small elite in Third World countries. The media
are induced to give little exposure to these facts. Much more ié
expected from the "rich"™ West than from the Soviet bloc. And
lastly, despite the disappointments, a certain mental affinity is
still felt with the Soviet bloc ("socialism") rather than with
the West, and this, at least in the short run, weighs more
heavily than the economic facts of life. 1In the long run,
needless to say, Soviet inability or unwillingness to offer
greater help is having a negative effect on Third World
attitudes. But the Soviet leaders also know that in their
relations with the Third World the economic dimension will never
be decisive. They may be good Marxists-Leninists, but they

‘ clearly believe in the primacy of policy over economics in their
Third World agenda. 1Ironically, Western capitalists adopt quasi-
Marxist attitudes when dealing with the Third World, expecting
dividends as the result of economic investment.

China has followed, in this respect at least, the Soviet
example: Chinese disbursements to Third World countries have
steadily fallen since 1976 and are now less than $100 billion,
their lowest level since the 1960's. Most of this aid went to a
few countries such as Pakistan, Burma, Sudan and Djibouti, but
loans were also offered to some East African countries such as
Tanzania, Kenya, and Zambia, in which China had a traditional,

albeit small interest.

. ARMS TRANSFER AND THE MILITARY OPTION
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Military transactions with the Third World have been one of
the most important levers in Soviet policy, yet fbr many years '
these have been given hardly any publicity: the early Soviet
arms deal (with Syria, Afghanistan and Egypt in 1955/56) were
systematically played down, the deal with Egypt was ostensibly
carried out through a third party (Czechoslovakia). Having
denounced for decades the "merchants of death"”, the Soviet Union
found itself uncomfortable in the role of one of the world's
leading arms suppliers. The Soviet leaders preferred to create
the impression that their help to the third world was basically
limited to disinterested fraternal advice: how to organize trade
unions, to improve education and health services, and, of course,
to help in practical ways economic development. But their
capacity to render economic help was exceedingly limited,
diverting resources to the Third World was never popular among
the Soviet public, and the Soviet leaders soon realized that even
major infusions of credits would not reap them much gratitude.

Ambitious Third World leaders such as Nasser or Sukarno
wanted arms both for practical purposes and as status symbols.
These could be obtained from the West only with difficulties and
at relatively high cost. The Soviet armament industry on the
other hand was capable of supplying great quantities of modern
arms on terms which were far more acceptable from the LDC's point
of view (barter deals such as Egyptian cotton for MIG's and
tanks.) Gradually arms exports to the Third World became a
substantial factor in the foreign trade of the U.S.S.R. While

full figures are not available, arms agreements with the Third
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' World are estimated at $55-60 billions since 1956 of which some
$45 billion were actually delivered. Non-military aid during thé
same period covered $20 billion of whkich only $10 billion were
disimbursed -- a striking disctepancy.l5 Total Soviet exports in
1977 were about $45 billion of which some $6-7 billidn went to
the developing countries. Soviet arms exports to LDC's that year
were $4 billion -~ the largest single item by far.

Most of the Soviet military assist'nce originally went to
the Middle East, about half of the total to the Arab countries.
In recent years North Africa and Tropical Africa have also
emerged as major recipients. PFirst, agreements were concluded
with Somalia (1963) South Yemen (1969) and Congo (1969). 1In the

‘ 1970s, Angola, Mozambique, and Ethiopia (1976) were added to this
list. Today Libya, Iraq, Syria, and Algeria are among the
leading recipients of Soviet arms. The great advantage from the
LDC's point of view was, as already indicated, that they could
buy more arms for less money. The price of one U.S. F-15 was
equal approximately to that of two Soviet MIG-23's, and for the
price of one F-4 they could obtain three MIG-21l's. While U.S.
planes were superior in performance it is not certain that they

were substantially superior and the same is true a fortiori with

regard to less sophisticated weapons. Exact prices, discounts on
list prices, and forms of payment have been kept secret. We have
it on the authority of the late Gamal Abdul Nasser who, in an
emotional speech ex?ressing genuine gratitude, related how he had
' gone to Moscow after the Six Day War in 1967, and how the Soviet

leaders offered him virtually free of charge ("We would never



- 60 -

‘ have been able to pay for it") far more weapons that he had dared

to ask for. On the other hand most of the Soviet arms trade in
the 1970s was directed to the 0il rich countries of the Middle
East and North Africa, and pressure has been exerted on not-so-
rich recipients (including Benin, Congo and Madagascar) to pay
for previous deals. Thus by the middle 1970s there was much
reason to assume that Soviet "military aid"™ was, overall,
commercially profitable.l6

Soviet arms shipments to the Third World made recipients
considerably dependent on Soviet advice, the supply of spare,
parts, and logistic support, etc. True, it gave them, as in
Egypt access to air and naval bases. Yet, the more sophisticated
the arms system, the greater the dependence, which raises the
broader question of military and political benefits accruing to
the Soviet Union from these arczms deals,

Soviet leaders have, of course, been aware for a long time
that they could compete in this field with the West far more
easily than in others and that they could, in fact operate as
arms dealers from a position of strength . Arms deals, as in the
case of Egypt in 1955 have been the point of departure for many
Soviet political initiatives in the Middle East. But it is also
true that neither arms deals per se, nor the presence of Soviet
military advisers, nor the most favorable terms for payment have
created a secure foundation for Soviet presence in the Third
World. Military penetration in Egypt had been very thorough, but
not sufficieht to prevent a reversai in Egypt's foreign policy.

Being men of the world, the Soviet leaders must have known that
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. gratitude is not a factor to be counted upon in world affairs.
There, as elsewhere, complaints would harp on the quality of
Soviet arms, and the behavior of Soviet military advisers. The
inability to pay fully and on time among other bones of
contention have further dampened Soviet-Third World relations.

In fact, 2,000 Cubans in an African country may have a far more
potent political impact than the 20,000 Soviet advisers had in
Egypt. Third World countries have tried for a variety of reasons
(technological, political, and economic) to diversify their
sources of arms and supplies.

In the overall balance, political and economic g;ins clearly
outweigh losses in Soviet arms trade and aid with the Third
World. The supply of arms has not been a magic wand. Just as

. the decisive issue is not whether in a certain Third World
country the banks have been nationalized for a foreign trade
monopoly - or even a state party established the paramount
question is not the supply of arms but in whose hands political
power resides -- the problem of political leadership. And since
power in most Third World countries has come to rest in the hands
of the military, directly or indirectly, the decisive issue, seen
from Moscow, is how to win over the officer corps in the Third
World countries, or if this should not be possible, to help to
overthrow and replace them by more amenable candidates. Soviet
leaders remember the crucial fact that with the exception of the
Allende government in Chile, committed pro-Soviet governments

‘ have never come to power through peaceful means but always

through violence, mainly military coups and civil wars. This is
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‘ true with regard to Egypt in the 1950s and Somalia in 1969, it

applies to Irag and Congo-Brazzaville in 1968, to Benin in 1971:
and Ethiopia in 1974, and of course, to Angola and Mozambique and
Nicaragua. Likewise, Madagascar, Syria, Libya, and even the
little island of Grenada, (even though the local 1979 coup

there -- was bloodless) can be included here. True, in a few of
these cases the military leader (or the junta) was only gradually
converted to more ardent pro-Sovietism; this was the case with
regard to President Nasser and Khaddafi; Colonel Kerekou of Benin
is a special case since his various ideological conversions (to
Marxism, to Islam, etc.) should be taken with some reserve. 1In
one or two other cases, the attachment to the Soviet bloc came
after an internal struggle within the leadership as in the
overthrow of President Rubay of South Yemen by Abd al Fattah
Ismail in 1978.

Soviet observers came to believe in the 1960s that as
political parties were structurally too weak in most Third World
countries, the Communists had not much of a chance and the
officer corps was bound to be propelled into a position of
leadership. At about this time the concept of the "military
intelligentsia" was first developed in Moscow. This did not, of
course, imply that all officers were good bets from the Soviet

point of view, only the revoliutsionni demokrati pogonakh i.e.,

the "revolutionary democrats with epaulettes®™. This referred to
sons of'peasant or lower middle class families, who felt the
resentment of poor people vis-a-vis the rich (and of the army

officer stationed in the province against the capital,) who made
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. common cause with the radical intelligentsia and were willing
both to carry out far reaching domestic reforms and to cooperate
closely with the Soviet Union.

Soviet observers thought that in most Third World countries

power would pass into the hands of these radical-progressive

|
|
|
|
\
officers within a number of years. But military rule was
regarded only as a transient stage. For with all their
enthusiasm, the officers lacked the qualities needed for
political work and organizational activity. They were (in the
best case) patriots, devoted to duty, determined and
disciplined. But they were not administrators, except on the
lower and medium levels, and they could not mobilize the
. masses. This could be achieved only by an avant garde political
party i.e., the Communists, and once such a party had come into
being these regimes would cease, in fact, to be military in
character.
Events during the last dozen years have not born out these
Soviet assumptions. The army and the police are still the
repositories of power and there is no reason to assume that this
will change in the foreseeable future. It could be argued that
from the Soviet point of view it does not greatly matter whether
a certain country is run by a military junta or a small group of
civilians, whether the dictator is a colonel or a doctor of
philosophy, provided that Moscow can more or less count on his

loyalty. This is no doubt true particularly with regard to the
' diplomats and the KGB, if not for the ideologists who face

difficulties of Leninist interpretation. But it also means that




. if power in a pro-Soviet country rests in a few hands, there is
always the danger that these few will be killed or deposed if
there is no mass party. A fairly substantial praetorian guard is
needed, a native or "foreign legion®". which remains loyal to the
regime.

The Soviets originally assumed that pro-Soviet regimes could
come to power as the result of decolonization and the "wars of
liberation" without much assistance on the part of the Soviet
Union. But decolonization has ended and if the Soviets wish to
install more reliable pro-Soviet regimes in the Third Wbrld; this
can only be done through violent action.l? The Afghani model -
military occupation, seems impracticable for most Third World

‘ countries for the time being. Far more likely alternatives are
coup d'etats instigated, engineered or at least assisted by the
Soviet Union and its proxies, and civil wars on other internal
unrest, in which massive help is provided by the surrogates to
the pro-Soviet party.

The Soviet sphere of influence in the Third World will
expand only as the result of a major effort. Everything points
to the fact that the Soviet leaders are willing to make this
effort; how much priority will be given will depend on the
general orientation and the dynamism of the post-Brezhnev
generation of Soviet policy makers. The capability to intervene
exists - not everywhere, but in many countries - owing mainly to
the presence of surrogates and the absence of such forces on the

. side of the West, the ability of the KGB to engage in covert

action and the very reduced capacity on the part of the West to
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‘ undertake such action. The Soviet leaders will probably be
careful not to intervene in places where the United States is
heavily committed; this could lead to undesirable escalation of
conflict., But the U.S. is not heavily committed in many places,
and countries like Sudan and Zaire will remain obvious targets of
destabilization and intervention. True, Moscow will continue to
recognize inherent risks, but they may be acceptable. There is
another danger from the Soviet point of view - that following a
pro-Soviet take over in one country, there will be a negative
reaction among its neighbors just as an infection produces
antibodies. The price that has to be paid for Soviet advance may
be too high: The ideal solution would be gradual (and
necessarily slow) progress, on a broad front, towards pro-

‘ Sovietism in the Third World. 1In other words, it would be highly
desirable if South Yemen would not be the pioneer in the Middle
East, but if instead all Arab and North African countries would
gradually move into the Soviet orbit. But this is illusory
because local conditions vary greatly and also in view of the
enmities between Arab and North African countries. Strong Soviet
support for Libya is bound to antagonize its neighbors.

Similarly, very close Soviet ties with Syria will not be
like elsewhere in the Arab world. This is a risk the Soviets
have to take. Since the optimistic predictions of 1970 have not
come true, they will, in all likelihood concentrate their efforts
on a limited number of countries - to consolidate their hold on

‘ those they have, and to take over others, chosen in view of their
intrinsic importance or because of a favorable prognosis for

radical change.
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‘ K.G-Bo‘

The activities of Soviet intelligence in the Third World
have seldom been paid sufficient attention and this despite the
fact that the KGB is an important tool in the penetration and
consolidation of Soviet influence. 1Its tasks in the developing
countries of Asia and Africa are different in kind from their
assignments in the West: there are no industrial secrets to be
stolen and the order of battle of the Cameroon army is of only
limited interest to Soviet policy makers. On the other h?nd,
Soviet operatives are very active in recruiting influence agents
as well as establishing close relations with politicians and
military men in key positions -- or candidates for such
positions. They can offer both money and support for their

‘ career, and they have not been, on the whole, unsuccessful. On
the othar hand, Soviet intellicence has been active in covert
action in the Third World countries against governments and
parties deemed insufficiently pro-Soviet. These activities range
from the instigation of military coups and supply of arms of
insurgents to provision of political, financial, and logistic
help to pro-Soviet groups.

Since Soviet intelligence has been apprehended in flagranti
more than once in the 1960s there has been greater caution. A
division of labor has been introduced and many of these
operations are now carried by the Cuban DGI and the East German
ministry for state security. However, the strong presence of the

. KGB in many Asian and African countries shows that Soviet
intelligence_by no means refrains from covert action of this kind

even now,
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The KGB has not been very subtle, to put it mildly, in its
approach, but then subtlety is frequently contraindicated in
Third World conditions. 1In theory, Soviet intelligence
operatives are much better prepared than Western; their training,
at least on paper, lasts much longer and they should have greater
familiarity with local conditions, the language, etc. Yet, in
practice this is often not the case, perhaps because the KGB
recruits are frequently not of high quality, or perhaps because
the more accomplished Soviet agents are not sent to Asian and
African countries. Another source of weakness is the frequent
difficulty to adjust to the mentality of foreign people, so
remote in customs, outlook, and general character to the normal
product of Soviet society. The lack of tact, the inability to
take local susceptibilities in account, the open contempt
frequently shown to the "natives" is a grave handicap. And yet,
despite the fact that Russians have not been popular in most
Third World countries, they have not been ineffective. They
have, to a certain extent, learned from their setbacks in the
past. They operate with a little more tact than before and they
are, unlike their Western collegues, most of the time on the

offensive.
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CONCLUSION

Soviet operations in the Third World raise several crucial -
questions: Are they part of a grand strategic design or are they
generated by political opportunism, of vacuums filled? 1Is the
main purpose of Soviet penetration the acquisition of military
bases to threaten Western lines of communication and of mineral
deposits both for Soviet use and to deny them to the West?
(Interdiction theory®") Does the Soviet Union practice something
akin to a "counter-imperialism"? To what extent can the Soviet
Union rely on its allies and clients in the Third World; when is
the point of no return reached, in as much as the establishment
of a Soviet stronghold is created?18

These questions, however vital, are outside the scope of
this study; so is the issue of Western countermeasures. Only the
last of the issues mentioned, the question of irreversibility,
has a direct bearing on the present investigation and should be
mentioned at least in passing. 1In principle, the Soviet Union
cannot be certain of maintaining its hold on a country unless it
is in physical, military control, or, at the very least, can
count on the absolute loyalty of the local security forces (army
and secret police).

Through its surrogates the Soviet Union is in physical
control of a very few countries, but in a greater number of
countries the Soviet Union has given absolute priority to
infiltrating or even taking over the local security forces. How
solid is this hold? The adherents of the "some-you-win-some-you-

lose" theory claim that Soviet hold is never secure as shown by
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the fact that many éountries deeply penetrated by the Soviet
Union managed to get rid of the Russians with relative.ease.
However, the examplés given are neither many not convincing
(Indonesia, Ghana, Iraq, etc.) for Soviet presence in these
countries was relatively small; neither the army nor the secret

police had been taken over. The same is true, mutatis mutandis

with regard to Egypt after Nasser; there were Soviet agents in

the Egyptian army and the Mukhabarat, but not remotely enough tc

control them. Egypt, Ghana, and Guinea were, as Peter Wiles put
it, simply allied to the Soviet Union, had not proclaimed
themselves Marxist-Leninist, persecuted religion, founded or
encouraged Communist parties. What happened in these countries
is of little or no relevance with regard to the future of South
Yemen or Mozambique. "The one that got away" (Barry Lynch's
phrase,) is Somalia and it shows "that you can't escape unless
the U.S.S.R. virtually declares war on you."19 To a considerable
extent it depends how much time the Soviet Union had for the
penetration of the key positions; that some countries are more
resistant then others goes without saying.- All this does not
mean that de-Sovietization of a Sovietized country cannot
possibly happen in the Third World. It only means that it has
become difficult, and has not happened yet.

Of the instrumentalities of Soviet policy in the Third
World, economic aid and trade are the least important, cultural
and other such exchanges are not significant, the local Communist
parties are in some respect of help, in others a hindrance; the

impact of ideology should not be overrated. What does matter are
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the operations of the surrogates for which there is no Western
equivalent, and the "false consciousness" on the part of certaid.
Third World countries and a156 military aid with all its
implications.20 Arms transfer and the training of Third World
armies per se are no more a guarantee for the spread of Soviet
influence than a treaty of friendship and co-operation. Only
direct military commitment ("timely assistance by the socialist
countries,") can secure a foothold and maintain it.

The willingness to do so and the capacity exist; one does
not know how much priority will be given to Soviet forward
strategy in the Third World by the post-Brezhnev leadership. At
least in part it will depend on the ability and the will of the
U.S. to counteract Soviet bloc expansion in the Third World. 1In
the struggle for influence in the Third World, the initiative so
far has almost invariably been with the Soviet Union. American
attitudes and those of other Western countries have been based on
the assumption that, if left to their own devices, the intensely
nationalist feeling in the Third World will be the best guarantee
for its independence in the years to come. It was in many ways
an attractive vision, and it had the added advantage that it did
not necessitate any active policy on America's part.
Unfortunately, events of the last decade have shown that the

assumption was over-optimistic.



POOTNOTES

1. When the present writer began his work in the early
19508 on Soviet influence and Communism in Asia and Africa, he
was told by some of his elders and betters not to waste his time

with a non-existent topic.

2. It has been argued that the Soviet Union was ready to
intervene militarily in Iran in early November 1979. According
to some close observers, the Soviet Union was preparing such
intervention but was deterred by the renunciation by the Iranian
government of both the defense treaty with the U.S. (of March
1959,) and of articles five and six of the Soviet-Iranian treaty
of February 1921, according to which the Soviet Union was
permitted to intervene in case of an armed intervention by a
third power. The present writer does not believe that there was
a serious Soviet intention to occupy Iran in view of the
incalculable consequences of such as action. But if there had
been such determination, the Soviet leaders would not have been

deterred by the renunciation of old treaties.

3. According to the "classical" Soviet definition, such a
state must a) remove Western military bases from its territory,
b) reduce Western economic influence, c) carry out far-reaching
social reforms and, d) grant freedom of organization and
democratic rights to political parties, trade unions, and other

such bodies. The demand for the removal of Western bases is
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naturally of basic importance, but it has been accepted long ago
that the demand of democratic rights in countries with one party’

(or no party,) is unrealistic.

4. It is estimated that about 70 percent of the Cuban
soldiers in Africa are of African origin, but only ll percent of

their officers.

5. Cuban soldiers in Angola are said to be paid $600 a
month. Average per capita income in Angola is $440 a year. East

Germans are paid more than the Cubans.

6. Paladins are characterized in the standard works of
reference as "knightly heroces, renowned champions, knight
errants” seen in this light Khaddafi could be regarded as a

paladin because he is less dependent on the Russians.
7. Religion does not appear in the Soviet census.

8. Only in the framework of a general weakening of Soviet

rule is a movement towards separatism even thinkable.

9. When Bangla Desh became independent in 1971, the Soviet
Union, within little more than one year, concluded not less than
thirteen agteements with the new state. See "Soviet Diplomacy”

belo&.
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10. National leaders have sometimes strange geographical
. notions. Thus Nahas Pasha, the Egyptian leader, claimed after
World War II, that "since the Soviet Union was 4000 miles away
from Egypt its activities could not possibly jeopardize Egypt."
In actual fact, the southern borders of the Soviet Union are

nearer 1000 than 4000 miles from Suez.

1l. In the middle 1979s there were some 12,000 African
students in the Soviet Union. It is believed that their number

has not gone up significantly since.

12, There are no accurate figures but the following
estimates will not be far off target: About 55,000 students from
‘ Third World countries have been trained in Soviet block countries
between the late 1950s and 1981; about tw¢ thirds in the U.S.S.R.
and the rest in Eastern Europe. About 60,000 Third World
military personnel were trained in the Soviet bloc and about the
same number of Soviet bloc military instructors have been
stationed in Asia and Africa. (These figures do not include the
Cuban and East German officers and men on more or less permanent
duty.) More than a 100,000 Soviet bloc technicians have visited
Third World countries for shorter and longer periods over the
last twenty five years; one third of them went to Algeria and

Libya.

. 13. The term Soviet aid to the Third World in the present
context refers to both Soviet and East European aid. Soviet aid

amounts to about 60-70 percent of the total.
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14. Until 1979, UNCTAD excepted the Soviet Union from such
demands in view of the many common links between the LCD's and

the socialist countries;" since then, it has been included.

15. According to some leading experts the CIA figures for
Soviet arms deliveries are too low. See for instance Wiles
loc.cit p. 376. The ACDA estimates are, broadly speaking,

similar.

16. The value of Soviet arms delivered tc Irag and to Libya
between 1975-1979 was about $5 billion in each case: Syria's
arms imports were 3.6 billion. Gur Ofer, "Economic Aspects of

Soviet involvement"™ in Y. Roy (ed.) The Limits to Power, London

1979, p. 78.

17. There is, in theory, at least another possibility -
that South Yemen, Mozambique, Benin, Grenada etc., will be so
successful in "building socialism" that overwhelming enthusiasm
will be generated in the Third World to adopt and emulate these

models - hardly a likely assumption.

18. There are many other issues such as Sino-Soviet rivalry
in the Third World which have not been touched. While China
practices neo-isolationism at present, a more activist approach

at some future point cannot be excluded.
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19. P. Wiles (ed.) The New Communist Third World, New York,

1982, p. 20

20. It is interesting, though not perhaps very surprising,
that there is an enormous Soviet literature on the non-issues in
Soviet-Third World reiations (i.e., ideology, cultural relations,
economic aid, etc.) whereas the truly important factors are
hardly ever discussed in the copen literature. A recent study of
Soviet military thought on tire "rird World (by Mark N. Katz,)
notes that each successive step of Soviet military involvement is
discussed by the military thinkers in Moscow only after it had
occurred in practice. A similar observation was made by Raymond
Gathoff back in the 1960s. That in fact a great deal of
(unpublished) spade work has been done in recent years transpires

from such recent studies like Vooruzhonnie Sili v politicheskoi

Systeme -- Academy of Science, 1981.




SOVIET DIPLOMACY IN THE THIRD WORLD
by

ARIEH EILAN

INTRODUCTION

Diplomacy 1is only one of the tools employed by poverrments
irn furthering their aims abroad: this is particularly true of the
Third World. Trade, aid, and military assistnce (whether it is
merely the supply of weapbons or alsco includes advisors and
military persormel) po hand in hand with diplomacy, enhancing the
diolomatic effort, or sometimes creating problems which the
diolomatist is called upon to sclve. Soviet diplomacy has
sometimes opaved the way for the acceotance by a Third World
country of military assistance from the U.8.S.R., as it was in
Irndia. Conversely, it may be a Third World country’s rneed for
Saviet military assistance which enabled Scviet diplomacy to reap
paolitical bernefits, as in Somalia, for example.

If one reviews the effectiveness of Soviet diplomacy in the
Third World, orne also has tc take into account the activities of
the KGB, which has been extremely successful, perhaps more so
than Scoviet diplomats, in making friends for the U.S.S8.R. and
influencing political events in Asia and Africa. In stressing
the importance of the KGE we are, of course, not referring to the
daaartments that deal with espionape, but only in those invelved
in the creation and mainterance of contacts with "liberation

movements” such  as SWAPD of Namibia, or in assistance to




-2 -

cppostion groups who work apainst pro-Westerrn poverrnments in the
Third World, such as the alleped support by the KGB of Al
Zulfikar, a guerrilla orpanizatiornn in Pakistan, subposedly
directed by Murtaza Bhuttc, son of the executed Prime Minister
Ali Rhuttc.

The establishment and maintenance of clandestine contacts
with political groups and their leaders require, at times, much
diplomatic ability, sensitivity and adroitness. For some reasom,
KGE officials enpapgped in such duties display all these qualities
te a much higher degree than does the rank and file Soviet
diplomat. The KGB officer working on such assignmenfs seems to
be entrusted with preater freedom of action than is his official
counterpart in the Soviet diplomatic service. In addition, the
decision-making process of the KGR seems to be less cumbersome
and swifter than that of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

The large scale employment of the KBGB in ARsia, and
especially in Africa, in purely bolitical tasks, was natural
Soviet response to the political conditions prevailing in parts
of the Third World in the two decades after decolonization.
There was political instability and frequent changes of
government in many of the newly independent states - Pakistan,
Indonesia, Ghana and Niperia. There were also liberation
movemerits actually fighting colonial régimes, as was the case in
Anpcla, Mozambique and Rhodesia and still in Namibia (S5.W.
Africa). In such situations official diplomatic channels and
teéhniques are of little use.

Although there is no written proof, one can assume (on the

basis of conversations with Soviet emigrees and Third World




diplomats) that one of the results of the KGE in Rsia and Africa
is the creation of an institutional momentum which sometimes
propels that agency into ventures which have not always been
foreseen, or even considered particularly desirable, by the
Central Committee, the Ministry of Foreign RAffairs or the
Palitburo. Whether or not there is truth in these assumptions,
one cannot disregard the role of the KGB if one reviews the
Soviet political effort in the Third World.

As for Soviet diplomacy itself, and those who pursue it and
its peolitical aims, attempts to discern a particular method or
esoteric technique which is employed exclusively by Soviet
diplomats present difficulties. If anything, the Russians,
perhaps more tharn any other power in post-colonial Asia and
Africa, have gone through periods of trial and error; sometimes
repeating their mistakes, and sometimes learning from them.

Like the Americans, Israelis and Scandinavians, the Soviets
were suffering from lack of familiarity with Asia and ARAfrica.
While the Russians today are somewhat more adept at dealing with
Africans and Asians than they were in the Fifties and Sixties,
they had, however, awd still .have to overcome particular
cbstacles which stem from the Russian character and the Soviet
way of life.

Russia's own national experience is one of massive
uniformity. The enormcocus expanse of the Russian landscape,
ungroken by the irregularity of hill and dale, induces in its
people a sense of uniformity which they repard as the natural

order of things. Throughout the length and breadth of European
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Russia (exceot for the Ukraine or Byelorussia) there is little
difference of accent between the Russian spoken near the Arctic
Cirlce and subtropical Crimea. Russians have, therefore, always
reparded small countries, such as England, where accents and
sometimes even social customs are liable to chanoe every two
hundred miles or so, with amusement arid some corntempt.

The irmate Russian preference for uniformity has stood them
in exceedingly bad stead in their dealings with Asians and
Africans; in both continents the Russians came up against a
bewildering pluralism of regional, ethnic, religpicus, linguistic
and social characteristics which the Russian dipiamat rejected
and impatiently condemned as atavistic vestipes of a primitive
past.

The Soviet way of life induces in every Soviet citizen a
sense of vigilant suspicion against his fellow man. Te lower
ore’s guard in Stalin’s days meant risking one's life or freedom;
today it means risking one's job or chances of advarcement. A
Soviet diplomat is a product of his envirorment, and when broupht
into contact with a foreigner he naturally behaves with
exaggerated circumspection, which in turn causes the Rsian and
especially the more extroverted African, to respond in kind.

Rll this has not stopped the Soviet Union from paining a
footheold in Angola and Mozambique, Ethiopia and South Yemen, to
mention a few countries in Africa and the Middle East, or in
exercising control over the nations of Indochina. However, the
lack of trust the Russians penerate has been a contributing

factor in their ejection from Egypt, Guinea, Ghana, Indonesia and
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Mali, and likewise; in their failures in Burma, Niperia, Kenya,
Singapore, etc.

"On a practical level the performance of Soviet dipolomacy
has beern mediocre. Leaders of the Third World have often been
offended by the ccoldness and frank, even rough, marmer of the
Russians. Genuine trust almost never develops, relations are
smoother in situations where the client's dependency is nearly
total and ideclogical ties are close — Angola and Ethiopia are
models here. Yet even Nito and Mengistu were dismayed by the
Soviet attempts to contrel or undermine them;...the arrcpance and
condescending manners of Soviet advisers are also notorious in
much of the world."

A review of the Soviet political effort in Asia and Africa,
though devoted to the diplomatic aspect, carnot disregard the
ideclogical barmer the Russian diplomat, scldier, aid official or
KGB officer invariably carries wherever he pgoes, whatever he
does. True, he may sometimes unfurl the barnmer or discretely
tuck it away, depending on the exigencies of the situation; the
importance of the bammer lies not only in its ideological message
but also in the Asian or African perception of it, whether
favorable or hostile.

The political realities of Asia and Rfrica in the two
decades after decolonization are so0 dissimilar that it is very
difficult to discuss Soviet opolicy in the two continents
simultanecusly. Though occasionally one can discern common
deriominators in the Soviet attitude to both Asian and ARAfrican

problems they are too few and far between to establish paradigms

of Soviet political methods common to both continents.




The causes for this difference are numerous; we shall
mention two of them.

Dne: In Asia both main contestants for suoremacy, China
and the Soviet Union, are situated on the continent itself ang
share a common border. However, China, Russia and the United
States are all ocutsiders in Africa and are regarded as such by
the majority of Africans on both sides of the Sahara. Therefore,
in RAfrica, all the super powers have to operate from afar - a
fact which imposes on them special wmilitary and political
problems.

Twos Soviet contact with Asia for the first twenty-five
years after the Russian Revolution was carried out orimarily on
on an ideclogical level. Only after 1955 did the Russians bepin
to employ diplomacy in Asia parallel to ideclopical conversion.

In Africa, on the other hand, with a few exceptions there
was no Soviet ideclogical pernetration prior to indepedence. In
the early Sixties, a multitude of black African countries were
suddenly plunged into indepéndence by the fiats of the colonial
powers. The absernce of an anti-colonial struggle deprived the
Soviets of the opportunity of exploiting it for their own
ideoclogical purposes. Only in a minority of African countries,
where independence was delayed, as in the case of Portupese and
Spanish colonies, did the Russians have time to educate cadres
fit to take power; this was particularly true of FRELIMO of
Moéambiquc and the MPLA of Angola. " These and other differences
between the Soviet involvement in Asia and Africa caused Moscow

to apply different political strategies.




In Asia, especially in their relations with India and
Pakistan, the Russians employed diplomacy in its widest sense to
brcaden the sphere of Soviet influence. In Africa, where
conditions were much more unstable, the Russians were forced to
make the most of military aid, intervention by Soviet surropgate
forces and clandestine recruitment rather than diplomacy.

The Soviet attitude towards Asia and Africa can be divided
into four periods. First, the epoch of Lenin's revolutionary
internaticnalism; then Stalin's catatonic isclationism; followed
by HKruschev's dramatic thrust inte manifest commitment; the
present period might be described as pragmatic adventurism.

Soviet Russia rarely creates conflicts, but often exploits
existing ones. The post—-colonial era, like the opost-Imperial
epochs of the past, pave rise to a multitude of small states,
reviving arncient rivalries which had remained dormant under
colonial rule. According to SIPRI, some 135 armed conflicts of
all kinds have erupted since the end of World War II in what has
come to be called the Third World. While not all of them have
beeri exploited by the Soviets, nevertheless if the Israel-fArab
and India~-Pakistan and Ethiopia-Somali disputes were settled and
@ solution found for the problems of Namibia and the Moroccan
Sahara, Soviet diplomacy in Asia and Africa would be cobliged to

underpo fundamental reorientation.

SOVIET DIPLOMARCY IN SOUTH ASIA
Asia has been the subject of intense Soviet interest since
the early days of the Russian Revolution. Soviet Russia, like

the Russia of the Czars, considers itself an Rsian power. The




Communists have changed the names of mary cities in Russia, but
Vladivostok, founded by the Czars, has retained its name under
the Bolsheviks., Vladi is, in Russian, the imperative form of the
verb "to rule," and Vostok means "the East."

Until the middle Fifties, Soviet involvement in Asian
affairs was carried out on a strictly party to party basis.
Under Lenin and Stalin, the task of certain departments in the
Central Committee was to foster the creation of Communist parties
in various regions of RAsia and to asist them in every way
possible. Since our concernn is Soviet diplomacy in Asia,
however, the period under review will bepin after the middle
Fifties, when the first serious moves designed to further Soviet
interests through diplomatic convention were made. However, even
in this pericd one canmot afford to ignore the effects of the
ideocoleogical affiliation between Soviet and Asian countries, both
in offering the U.S5.8.R. ready tools for action, and in the
marmer that the very existence of such parties influenced
decision making in the Kremlin.

As far as this paper is concerned, the existence of
Communist states in Asia, and of larpe Communist parties in some
Asian states is a political fact which, 1like stratepic and
economic considerations, influences the course of Soviet
diplomacy. There is nothing in this situation which would be
beyond the comprehension of Niccolo Machiavelli's 16th Century
mind.

Russia's main preoccupation in Asia is China, and this

governs Soviet moves and attitudes to much of what is happening
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throughout Asia. The second focal point of great-oower rivalry
is the competiticn with the Uriited States for control of the
Indian Ocean, with everything that this confrontation entails.
'In response to these two challenpes, Soviet diplomatic and
military goals have been two-fold.

One: the Soviet Union had to do everything in its power to
divert China’'s military attention from the 4000 miles of common
border by creatinp military and political divisions, a "“Second
Front, " of sorts, south of China, in the area of Indochina, India
and Burma. At the same time, Soviet Russia intends toc make the
most of its enormous superiority over China in air and sea power
by making its naval presence felt from the Sea of Japan down to
the Indian Ocean.

Two: in the Indian Ocean, Russia's strategic aim is
abundantly clear and analyzed in detail in innumerable books and
articles. Suffice it to say here that if Russia were ever to
control vital choke points, such as Bab el Mandeb and the Straits
of Hormuz, it would rnot only be able to deny the West access to
Middle Eastern oil fields, but would alsc be in a position to
influence political events in East Africa, the Middle East and
East Asia. In fact, the Russians are reverting to the classical
19th Century British Imperial concept in accordance with which
power can be projected onto the landmass by control of vital
waterways. The function of Soviet diplomacy in Asia (as in East
Africa and the Middle East) is to create opolitical conditions
whfch would make it possible for Rusiia to reach these aims.

Both of these Soviet preoccupations, China and the Indian

Ocean, have a commonn pivotal point which is the Indian sub-




continent - India, Pakistan and EBanpladesh. Therefore, in a
review of Soviet diplomacy in Rsia, much attention will be
focused on the U.S5.8.R.'s relations with India which have
remained the central element in the Soviet diplomatic effort in
Asia. Soviet involvement in Indoresia —— though considerable,
wags not as pecpolitically essential to the U.S.S.R. as its
relations with India -=- will not be discussed in this review.

India was chosen as the stape upon which Kruschev was to
make his debut in 1955, breaking 30 years of Stalinist isolation
of the U.5.8.R. Leonid Brezhnev's visit to India in 1973 was his
firet visit to an Asian state after becoming CPSU General
Secretary in 1964. On the Soviet side, Brezhnev's visit was
accompanied by an unusually heavy volume of publicity in both
press and broadcast media.

Friendly relations with a country are judpged not only by the
number of agreements signed with the U.S5.5.R., but alsc by the
amount and level of official visits. Brezhnev, after visiting
India in 1973, visited again in 1981; Kosygin made another five
visits; Oromyke is a frequent visitor. The Soviet Defernse
establishment including Ministers of Defense, Marshalls of the
Red Army, Air Chief Marshalls and Admirals of the Fleet have all
visited India in one capacity or another almost every year since
1966.

Finally, India is the only non—-Communist country in Asia to
have signed a Treaty of Friendship and Mutual Assistance with the

U. 8.8.R. This is in addition to more than 200 routine agreement

reached between the two countries.
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Given the importance of Indié for Soviet diplomacy, that
country's relations with Pakistarn and China determine Soviet
Russia’s attitude to much of the ARAsian power pame. India’s
conflicts with China and Pakistan are thus of interest here
inasmuch as they reflect on the diplomatic strategy of the
U.S5.5.R. vis—a-vis India.

Morecver, the outcome of the crowning Soviet diplomatic
initiative in Asia -- the Collective Security Pact -- and the
Soviet reaction to the India-sponsored proposal for the
declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace were to some
extent the result of the attitude of New Delhi to these
proposals.

Political realities would probably have cauged India to seek
Russian friendship nregardless of ideology, or the political
predisposition of the pecpnle in power in New Delhi.
Nevertheless, the personal views of Nehru and his daughter,
Indira Ghandi, have contributed considerably to the raopfochement
between Russia and India.

Nehru's views of Russia in the Thirties were based simply on
the o¢ld principle that "my enemy's enemy will be my friend."
After India’s independence, and in the course of the Cold War,
Nehru maintained a neutral posture of non—-involvement which the
Russians preatly appreciated at the time. The Kremlin noted with
satisfaction that India refused to join SEARTO in 1954, They
appreciated much less Nehru's refusal to accede to the urpent
deﬁarches of the Soviet ambassador in New Delhi, voicing the
Soviet Union's desire to participate at the Bandung Conference of

1955, Nehru remained a riddle to the Russians throuphout his
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life. Publicly he proclaimed a foreign policy which the Russians
supported because it chartered a course of indeoendence from the
Western Rlliance. There were no parallel statements by Nehru of
his desire toc be independent of the Eastern Bloc.

At the same time, a succession of Soviet diplomats found
Nehru to be &a reluctant colloguist with a disdainful manner,
rather 1like a bored aristocrat who put up with listening to the
presentation of the Soviet ambassador, but was reluctant to
maintain a dialcogue.

Soviet diplomacy in India in the Fifties and Sixties

cultivated the Indian political elite of the younper pgeneration

with uncharacteristic tact combined with typical Russian
tenacity. Most prominent was the so-called "Ginger Group,"” at
the head of which were Indira Ghandi and Krushna Menon. This

oroup was greatly influenced by the left wing of the British
Labor Party, and by publications such as the Iribune, a left-winp
British weekly. In addition to the radicalism of the British
Left, the "Ginger Group"” alsc copied the rabid anti—ﬁmericaﬁism
of the British Socialist intellectual. Anyone who had the
opportunity to discuss world events with Mrs. BGhandi in the early
Sixties would apree that her views appeared to be much more anti-
American than actually pro-Saviet. Her aoprehensiveness of the
United States has not lessened as the years have passed. At the
same time, her attitude towards the Soviet Union has matured from

youthful adoration te the praopmatism of a marriape of

converniernce.
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In much of Rfrica and Asia the Soviet diplomat concerntrates
on cultivatinpg the "ruling few," whoever they may be; in most
countries of the Third World the educated elite is small and not
necessarily from the strata of the population likely to produce
political leadership. In Africa, for instance, army serpeants
are more likely to become presidents than are schoolteachers. In
India, however, with 122 universities annually praduating tens of
thousands of students, Soviet diplomacy quite riphtly devotes
much effort in "spreading the word” over as larpe a section of
India’s educated class as possible.

The Soviet Embassy in Delhi and the Consulates in Bombay,
Calcutta and Madras devote a great deal of time and effort to
cultural propaganda. Soviet diplomatic missions are aided in
pro-Soviet prapaganda by the India-Soviet Study Center,
established in 1973, the India-Soviet Cultural Society and other
similar bodies.

"In its attempt to create favorable attitudes amonp the
Indian people and to direct oressure at the Indian povernment
from internal sources, the Soviet Union has built un a large
propaganda effort, estimated in 1968 to cost $15 million
arnually. One analyst (Saper, 1976) has estimated that one
million words per month flow from the Information Department of
the Scoviet Embassy in New Delhi. Pericdicals or other
publications distributed by Communist missions in India had a
combined yearly total circulation in 1972 in excess of 23
million. Over two score journals are distributed by the Soviet
Embassy, compared with less than half that number published by

the U.S5. poverrnment. In addition, indipencus Communist and pro-
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Communist riewspapers and periodicals taking a bpro—-Soviet line
(many directly or indirectly subsidized by the Soviets) have a
circulation of well over 10 million. Radio Moscow and Radio

Peace and Progress have, in recent years, broadcast to India over

1

125 hours per week."
In 1973, a Soviet-Indian Protocel on Cooperation in
Television and Radio was signed. The agreement called or the

excharnge of professional personnel irn the field of communicatins.

Soviet diplomats have been active in promoting the placement
of pro-Soviet and anti—-American articles in the Indian Press.
They are also known to have interceded with Indian authorities to
prevent the publication or the distribution of anti-Soviet
publications and books printed in the West. Soviet diolomats pay
special attention to university departments teaching political
science and internafional relations. They have been known to
intervene by protesting the employment of Western lecturers and
the use of Western, particularly Qmericaﬁ, ‘books dealing with
Sovietclogy.

Resentment on the part of some Indians against Soviet
interfererce is frequently counterbalanced by the support piven
to it by powerful Communist and Leftist elements. The Soviet
diplomat in India takes pains to distance himself from both of
the two Communist parties. However, Commurnist elements are
being used by the Soviet Embassy in Delhi to helop the Soviet
diglomat in his task of performing certain soecific assionments.

"e+.0f whatever shade, the party has sympathizers all over

the country, in every walk of 1life, and particularly in
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educational institutions, both in the faculty and the student
community. The two have frequent contacts with wholetime
Caommunist workers who alsco advise them on theikind of activity
they should take up: it may be to counter criticism of Soviet
action in Afghanistan, or it may be to explain the situation in
Poland. The view, of course, is as projected from the Kremlin.
There could be some conscientious objectors with awkward
guestions, but they are to be pushed aside or thrown ocut. Whole-
timerse decide who should be 'eliminated® and who should occupy
which position."a

The Calcutta-based Statesman, describing the Soviet lobby in
the Indian povernment says: "There are some nNervous mern in
India's Foreion Office who at the slightest suggestion of Russian
displeasure will send Moscow reassurarnces of India’'s undying
lc-ve._"3

The investment of so much of the Soviet effort in India in
the field of media control involving considerable financial
outlays is unparalleled anywhere in the Third World. For lack of
a more precise' term what one might call the process of
"Finlandization” of the Indian public media oroves that the
Soviets do not wish to repeat their mistakes made in Indénnsia,
Ghara, Egypt, Algiers, and Zimbabwe by relying entirely on the
pro-Soviet sympathies of an indiyidual national leader, or esven
orn the exclusive allegiance to Moscow of Communist oarties. In
India, the Russians are taking a long-term view in tryino to

secure a pro-Soviet attitude on the part of a large section of

Indian public opinion, both progressive and right-wingp.
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Althouph such facts are hard to determine with exactitude,
it appears that the Soviet political propapanda in India has
succeeded over the years in establishing a "pro-Russian party"
which, regardless of ideclcpical orientation, is in favor of the
continuation of the "special relationship"” between the two
countries. The U.S5.S.R. is perceived as a "reliable friend in

rieed. "

SOVIET DIPLOMACY — CONFLICT SITURTIONS AND TREATIES

The preceding brief review of Soviet propapanda efforts in
India afford an idea of the depth of the U.5.5.R.'s commitment in
the Indian sub-continent. We shall now consider the twc main
methods used seoparately and topether to further the Soviet's
interests.

The Soviet Union managed to exploit India's endemic conflict
with Pakistan and the border dispute with China to its own
advantage and to the detriment of the U.8.A. and China. At the
same time, the Soviet Union sought to isolate China and establish
treaties, and by brinpino waring sides to the nepgotiating table
under the aepis of Soviet diplomacy. In feviewing the first
method, the exploitation of conflict situations, let us first

deal with the Indo-Chinese dispute.

SOVIET DIPLOMACY - THE USE OF CONFLICT SITUATIONS

I. * The Sino-Indian Conflict
After India's defeat in the Sino-Indian War of 19582, and the

open bruak between Pekirg and Moscow a year or twce later, Soviet
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diplomacy skillfully expleoited India's most oressing need to its
advantape by establishing close workinp cooperation between the
Red Army and the Indian Army which was then underpoinp a thorough
rearganization.

Rightly or wrongly, the Indians blamed their defeat at the
hands of the Chinese on having slavishly applied the British
military model, and therefore Indian army penerals were only too
happy to send promising young Indian officers to the Frunze
military academy. The Indian military intellipence was almost
exclusively Pakistan oriented and lacked essential information
about the Chinese army. ARpgain the Russians were willing and well
able to help since most Chinese military equioment was of Soviet
desion. In addition, GUR was probably the world's most
knowledgeable source for the Chinese order of battle and Chinese
trainino methods. The Indians appreciated the U.S.S.R.'s
willingress to help, as well as Soviet discretion. Soviet
diplcmats made it a paint never to refer to the cooneration
between the two armies, thus scoring high in the esteem of Indian
officials.

Perhaps because of this, Indian diplomats were orepared to
accept at face value highly biased political information about
Chinese designs to conguer further strategic stronppoints in  the
Aksai-Chin, transmitted by the Soviets to the Indian Ministry of
of Exterrnal Affairs.

The cocperation between the two military intelligence
services paved the way for the gradual change in India's military

procurement from Britain, as a main foreipn suoplier, to the
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Soviet Union. Indian pilots were routinely sent toc Moscow for
training and the Red Army would see to it that Indian trainees
were not exoosed to ideclopical proselytizing.

Soviet arms transfers to India became, in the course of
time, one of the most important tools of Soviet diplomacy. The
Indians found in the U.S.S.R; noct only a very reliable, but also
a very cheap source of soohisticated armament. Most important of
all, Soviet Russia’'s readiness to accept Iﬁdian imports as part
payment secured for the Soviets a continuation of a relationshio
which both sides found profitable. RAlthouph by 1977 two thousand
and seventy-five Indian persornel had been ¢trained in the
U.S.5.R., there is no evidence that Indian trainees had become a
pro-Soviet elemert in the Indian army. On the other hand, the
arms transfers strenpthened the imape of the U.S.5.R. in India as
that of a reliable ally. The utilization by the Russians of the
Sinc-Indian conflict represent Soviet diplomacy at its best. It
krew how to seize the diplomatic initiative aﬁd further its aim
with tact and much patience.

The Soviet position in the Sino-Indian dispute was, and is,
essentially weak, owing toc the very nature of the conflict.
India’'s border disagreement wi:h China {Q highly localized and
plainly soluble if both sides so desire. The strugple for
military advantagpe in the stratepic mountain ranpes of the
disputed Himalayan repion of Aksai-Chin can be resclved by
territorial trade-offs. The Russians are painfully aware that to
acﬁieve this, India does not need Soviet helo. In fact., the

power constellation that is now emerpging in Asia, after the
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Soviet irnvasion of Afohanistan, has caused the Chinese and the
Indians to think of normalizing their relaticonship.

bhinese Foreion Minister Huang Hua’s visit to India in June,
1981; the propocosed trip of Mrs. Ghandi toc Pekinpy and the
agreement tc set up the necessary -diplomatic machinery to
nepgqgtiate the border problems must be viewed as signs that botn
Peking and New Delhi have decided the time has come to resolve
the conflict. Huang Hua's visit to New Delhi was reported in the
Soviet opress without comment or cheer. Basically, Soviet
diplomacy carmnot depend on the continuation of the Sino-Indian
dispute as an aid to its own conflict with China. This might be
crnie of other more important considerations which may have moved

\

Brezhnev to make a bid for understanding with Pekinngp.

I1. 7The U.8.S.R. and the Indo-Pakistan Conflict

Ever since 1953, when American diplomacy initiated
diplomatic consultations with Pakistan, with a view towards
enlisting Pakistan's membership into a system of alliances later
to be known as SEATO and CENTO, Pakistan has been thoupht of as
being pro-Western. However, there were long intervals of cool
relations between Washingtorn and Islamabad. After the 1965 Indo-
Pakistan war, the Soviet Union courted Pakistan, and relations
betweern the two countries were sufficiently friendly to cause
anxiety in New Delhi.

It has beeri said of Soviet diplomacy in the Middle East that
had Israel not existed Moscow would have had to invent it.

Political parallels are always sliopery, but it can be said that

Russian diolomacy has used India's distrust and fear of Pakistan




in a marmer similar to Soviet reliance on Arad hostility towards
Israel to further its aims in the Middle East.

India’'s fear of Pakistan is difficult for an outsider to
comprehend. Being so much the stronger of the two, and having
defeated Pakistan in the last two wars, one might have thought
that, especially after the breaking—away of East Pakistarn, India
could have taken a more confident view of its own military
superiority.

Whether the rcots of Indian apprehension are buried in the
Hindus'! traditional fear of the Moslem conqueror, or in a civil
war mentality is immaterial. Soviet diplomacy has, since 1955,
been extremely successful in "stoking the furnace” in New Delhi,
accomplishing by this not only the maintenance of a conflict
situation favorable to the Soviet Union, but also insuring
India’s distrust of the U.S. for its role as Pakistan's
occasional ally..

The recent Pakistan initiative in proposinp that India sign
a non—aggression pact caught the Russians off puard. During
February and March 1982, Soviet diplomats told their Indian
counterparts that the signinp of a treaty of non—agpression with
Pakistan might be in contradiction with Indian obligations under
the 1971 Treaty with the U.S.S5.R. The Russians went so far as to
warn their Indian colleapues of the danger of an American
military intervention in Pakistan, if that country ever
coq;idered itself endangered by the U.S5.5.R. This, of course, is

sheer nonsense, but the actual voicing of such possibilities by




I
o
-

!

the Russians is indicative of their nervousness as Irdia seems to
be mending its fences with both China and Pakistan.

A more official demonstration of Soviet jitters was provided
by the visit to New Delhi of Marshall Dimitri F. Ustinov, the
Soviet Minister of Defense, in March 1982. This was the first
such visit by Ustinov to a non-Communist country; he was
accompanied by 16 senior officers, among them Soviet Admiral of
the Fleet, Serpei G. Gorshakov, and Rir Chief Marshall, Pavel S.
Kulakhov. Never before has so much top Scoviet brass descended on
any part of the plobe. This visit in itself serves to emphasize
the importarnce whiéh the Soviet Union, riphtly or wronply,
attaches to its ties with India.

The New York Times explains Ustinqv's visit as eviderce of
the concern felt by the Russians over the diversification of arms
purchases on the part of the Indians; especially the order for
submarines in West Germany, the manufacture of the British Jaguar
Jet Fighter in India, and ongoing nepotiations with the French
for a new Mirape Fighter.4

ARlthough India's attempt to buy arms from Western Europe, or
to negotiate production rights of European weapons may cause some
fears in the military-industrial complex in Moscow, it could not,
in the opinion of this writer, account for the "showing of the
flag" by Ustincov and company. After all, Soviet imoorts account
for only 1S5 percent of India's arms production. The visit of the
three heads of the Soviet Armed Forces to New Delhi should be
seén in the light of a deeper and more serious anxiety felt in
Moscow; nqmely that by mending its fences with Pakistan and

China, New Delhi is depriving Soviet Russia of its main leverape
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in the relationship between the two courntries, thus chanping the
balance of power in Asia to Russia’s disadvantape.

"New Delhi’'s reaction to the post—hfghanistan situation is
another scource of Soviet concern. Although Indira Ghandi and
Indian diplomats have beern enipmatic in their comments on the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, it rnow aopears that the Soviet
determination to stay on in Kabul indefinitely caused the Indiarn
establishment to review the basic pecpclitical assumptions that
have hitherto puided Indian policy towards the Soviet Union. The
‘natural ally' thecry received a severe jclt when, as a result of
the Soviet presernce in Afphanistan, it pradually became aoparent
to the Indians that Scviet proximity also meant a cnanpe in the
relationship between the two countries. Before the Soviet
invasion of RAfghanistar the Indians were conscicus of beirg able
to nepotiate with the Russians fram a position of diplomatic
advantape; however this would no lornger be the case after the Red
Rrmy had established its oresernce on Pakistan's borders.

"Therefore, these days, New Delhi is vitally interested in
the continued existence of a stable Pakistan as a buffer between

.India and Soviet controlled Afohanistan. In the course of
Marshall Ustinov's visit to New Delhi in March of '82, the
Indians informed the Soviet generals that any Soviet moves aimed
at the destabilization of Pakistan would have an adverse effect
on Soviet-Irdian relations. This warning was reoeatedly related
thﬁough diplomatic channels.

"Indira Ghandi's 1982 visit to Washinpton may aopear as the

London Economist described it, a 'sipnal' to the United States.
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Nevertheless, it should not be consfrued as an indicatiornn of an
impending change of India’'s relationshio with the U.S.5.R.; this
will continue to be friendliy but perhans noct cuite as cordial as
before."

Soviet diplomacy has repeatedly tried and failed to
establish a footheold in Islamabad. The reasons for the Soviet
failure to develop closer links with Pakistan are interesting
because they demonstrate the kind of obstacles Soviet diplomacy
finds difficult to overcome. To begin with, the Communist Party
in Pakistan has always been small, ineffectual and clandestine.
The Russians lacked, therefore, the kind of back